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The Balkans have long been known as 
the powder keg of Europe. The 19th 
century British traveler who reportedly 
returned to his London club and pre- 
dicted, “There will be trouble in the 
Balkans by spring,” has been consist- 
ently proved right. Since Roman days, 
the Balkan states have been a critical 
factor in European politics. Today they 
have become the fuse, setting off ex- 
plosions in the Communist world. No 
area seemed more safely under Russian 
domination after World War II, yet 
the first successful Communist chal- 
lenge to the Kremlin came from Yugo- 
slavia. Then tiny Albania sided with 
China in the Sino-Soviet split. Now 
Rumania, once the most docile of satel- 
lites, has repeatedly defied Russia on 
major international issues. Even in 
Bulgaria the revival of nationalism has 
created a new and complex situation. 

The roots of these rebellions lie deep 
in the past. Fought over, contested, 
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divided and redivided from the begin- 
ning of European history, the Balkan 
states are in fact clusters of nations 
within arbitrarily set over-all boun- 
daries. No one can understand Balkan 
politics today without some knowledge 
of the fierce nationalisms and rivalries 
the centuries have bred. This book, a 
unique combination of scholarly his- 
tory, colorfully told and vivid first- 
hand reporting—based on frequent, ex- 
tended visits to the Balkans during the 
past decade-sets the turbulent devel- 
opments in the region in their proper 
perspective, showing the influence of 
enduring national and historical fac- 
tors on the changing scene of today; 
the diversity of the countries and 
within each; and the dramatic present- 
day contrasts between age-old tradi- 
tions and a new pride in progress and 
industriaiization—in becoming part of 
the modern world. 

Avoiding both the clichés of the 
Cold War and a rosy overoptimism, 
the author suggests what the future of 
the Balkans may be, underlining the 
fact that, whatever happens, the area 
will remain a vital element in the East- 
West balance of power. 
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To try to bind nations by precepts of 
international morality was like trying 
to catch eagles in cobwebs. 


—J. L. TALMON 
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PREFACE 


This book aims to contribute a more sophisticated and mature ap- 
proach toward an important part of what was once called “the 
Communist world.” Domestic and external pressures, aspirations, 
and circumstances have created a wholly new situation to which 
universally applicable concepts of “communism” in general or 
studies on the basis of purely ideological perspectives have scarcely 
any relevance today. It would be profoundly wrong to regard ideo- 
logical orientation as having become so negligible that it has no 
role in relations between states and peoples. But despite two dec- 
ades of professed adherence to the social gospel known as Marxism- 
Leninism, the quest for national identity has proved more powerful 
than ideological bonds. Nationalism has become a primary factor in 
policy, both reflecting and promoting the changing nature of rela- 
tions between the Communist-dominated smaller states and the 
Soviet Union. And what is true of Eastern Europe as a whole seems 
in some ways even truer of the Balkans. 

Nowhere has the political landscape changed so dramatically, 
yet in such a contradictory way as in this region. This book will try 
to show how enduring national patterns, interests, and traditions 
shape and influence the destiny of almost fifty million peoples of 
many races, languages, and religions, living in an area that is smaller 
in size than the state of Texas, but that remains a critical factor in 
the East-West balance of power. It deals with past and present 
developments in Yugoslavia, Albania, Bulgaria, and Rumania, all of 
which are modern states, products of the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries. They will be considered together and separately as four 
Balkan states, ruled by groups that profess to be Communist yet 
represent traditional national interests. It is freely admitted that the 
term “Balkans” itself or the inclusion of Rumania and exclusion of 
Greece is open to question. 

My main intention is to examine processes of change in Balkan 
politics, which are complex and ambiguous, and to discuss how 
nationalism in a myriad of different forms affects political develop- 
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ments in interstate relations and within individual states. The na- 
tional problem—from anti-Soviet defensive nationalism to friction 
between neighbors, from tension among “state nations” within one 
state to minority problems—is in many ways more acute than it was 
when the Communists seized power twenty or twenty-five years 
ago. The stirring of national sentiments exacerbates frustrations and 
animosities, sometimes to the point of explosive conflicts. 

But we should be careful in condemning the reassertion of dis- 
tinctive national traditions and interests as merely a disease of the 
past. The defense of national individuality against domination by a 
big power has been the prime vehicle for both survival and attain- 
ing statehood in Eastern Europe and especially in the Balkans. 
Here, nationalism and democracy are still intimately linked. Thus 
an answer to the question whether nationalism is an ally of democ- 
racy or of reaction must today start from the specifics of each in- 
dividual country. This book is meant to be a modest contribution to 
the study of a new situation in the Balkans in which neither the 
questions nor the answers are so simple or so clear as they may have 
appeared in Stalin’s time or even in the late fifties. 

I hope that, whatever errors I have committed, I have avoided 
sweeping generalizations, dangerous oversimplification, and parti- 
sanship for any one nation or group at the expense of another. I 
have also sought to warn the reader of the difference between 
guesses, even if cautiously stated, and facts. No book dealing with 
current affairs can avoid obvious pitfalls and obstacles. The con- 
temporary nature of the subject matter involves the risk that details 
or even some important points may have to be corrected or revised 
as more information becomes available. Despite the continual 
change in the Balkans and in the wider power sphere of the Soviet 
Union, I believe that the most essential parts of this book will stand 
the test of time. 

This book is the result of seven years of study (1961-67) and of 
frequent trips to the countries concerned. My interest in Eastern 
Europe goes back even earlier. Before visiting the specifically 
Balkan regions, I had personal experience and knowledge in Hun- 
gary of the forces that operate within a Communist system. I have 
studied the theory and practice of communism since 1946 and in 
this sense have never regarded events in Yugoslavia or Rumania 
from an “outside” perspective. But I have developed a feel for the 
Balkan area and a special interest in Balkan politics since my first 
visit to Yugoslavia. In the sixties I have regularly visited for varying 
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periods all the Balkan countries except Albania, and in some of 
them, primarily Yugoslavia and Rumania, I have spent considerable 
time. Trips to other Communist states such as Hungary, Poland, 
and Czechoslovakia have helped me to gauge the impact of the 
changes in Yugoslavia and Rumania on the “Soviet camp” and to 
place them in the context of interacting pressures among and within 
the Communist states. 

The study of special problems on the spot is indispensable if the 
observer seeks to understand the behavior patterns and motivation 
of the ruling elites and social groups of each nation and each region. 
This is particularly true of the most tangled issues such as, for ex- 
ample, Macedonia, the Croat question, or Transylvania, within this 
extremely complicated region. A foreigner on a hasty visit is often 
inclined to take the propaganda for one national group or another 
at face value. Setting aside the notorious unreliability of population 
statistics for disputed regions or of figures purporting to show the 
exploitation of a republic or region by the “center,” the “majority 
nation,” or the Soviet Union, what matters is that the arguments are 
seen as real. The mere fact that many people of the regions in 
dispute passionately believe that they are being discriminated 
against or exploited (for example, the Croats and Slovenes by the 
Serbs, the Hungarians by the Rumanians, and the Rumanians by 
the Russians) may be politically much more significant than the 
objective realities of the given situation. And this climate can be 
properly appreciated only if one, in addition to documents, con- 
sults human sources at first hand and checks and counterchecks 
their statements. 

At the same time, travel without the necessary background in 
the history, politics, and economics of the area may produce im- 
pressionistic features or poetic eye-witness accounts but can hardly 
provide a sound guide to a world where the emphasis is on diversity 
rather than uniformity, to countries and regions with widely varying 
historical and political experiences. A few standard works and sec- 
ondary sources are invaluable for the early period of the Communist 
takeover and the general history of the nations in the Balkans. With 
regard to the recent past, particularly the past decade or so, the 
most important sources are the Communist press, speeches of Com- 
munist leaders, and documents issued by the leadership. To gain 
insight into the complex relationships involved in power distribu- 
tion in Yugoslavia, for example, a student of affairs must pay close 
attention not only to current events, but also to the significant differ- 
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ences of interpretation in newspapers and magazines published in 
Belgrade, Zagreb, Ljubljana, and Skopje. 

The Balkans have been a traditional storm center. The twin as- 
sault of a Communist takeover and Soviet domination has not 
“solved” the national problem. On the contrary, it has intensified 
national animosities, The Yugoslav, Albanian, and Rumanian defi- 
ance of Moscow has led to a dramatic decline of Soviet influence in 
the area. Moreover, the cumulative effects of the rise of nationalism 
together with the impact of the Sino-Soviet dispute have trans- 
formed what was once the most solidly welded bulwark of Soviet 
power into a new center of search for external independence and 
internal autonomy. The four Balkan countries are seemingly periph- 
eral and small, yet only too often events in this region have had 
more bearing on world politics and on the larger context of Soviet- 
American relations than the area’s economic resources and military 
potential would warrant. The disruptive influences radiating from 
the Balkans have been an important contributory cause to stresses 
and tensions within the inner core of the Soviet alliance and may 
have long-run effects in the Soviet Union itself. It is clear that recent 
developments in the Balkans have been for a variety of reasons a 
source of uncertainty and anxiety to the Soviet leadership. Without 
drawing exaggerated conclusions from the movement and flux, it 
would be fair to say that the net effect of the rise of nationalism in 
the Balkans has been to limit Soviet freedom of action, to encourage 
a greater degree of independence in other East European states, 
and to change the character of intrabloc relations. 

These, then, are some of the compelling reasons for studying the 
Balkan countries, particularly the startling developments of the past 
decade and a half, which in one form or another have influenced 
the main issues of our time. I believe there is need for a study 
dealing with this turbulent and fascinating period, for a work mid- 
way between journalism and history, combining background knowl- 
edge with personal impressions, necessarily relying sometimes on 
sources that would not perhaps satisfy the standards of a diplomatic 
historian, but always seeking to place current events and the forces 
operative in the Balkans in a broader context and historical per- 
spective. 


Vienna 
May 1968. —Paul Lendvai 
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COMMONPLACES, MYTHS, AND 
REALITIES 


Far from the national state being historically out of date, 
it is for a great part of humanity an objective on the hori- 
zon, a goal to achieve. 


—Raymond Aron 


At two o'clock in the morning in the autumn of 1947 the telephone 
rang. The Yugoslav and Rumanian leaders, who had been discuss- 
ing final preparations for Marshal Tito’s forthcoming visit to Ru- 
mania, interrupted their conversation. It was the Soviet Ambassador. 
Ana Pauker, then Secretary of the Central Committee of the Ru- 
manian Communist Party and possibly the single most powerful 
leader in the nation, took the call and almost immediately excused 
herself. With the other members of the Rumanian Politburo she 
had to leave at once to call on the Soviet Ambassador. On a tele- 
phone summons at two in the morning the Politburo, the supreme 
organ of the Rumanian party, had to report to the Soviet Ambas- 
sador.1 

Four years later, after Yugoslavia’s dramatic expulsion from the 
Soviet bloc, an American scholar visited the area and came to a 
gloomy conclusion about Rumania’s chances of surviving as even a 
formally independent entity: “Before long the question will come 
up whether Rumania deserves even the title of satellite. . . . [The 
country] comes close to being on the same political level as the 
Ukrainian or Usbek SSR.”2 

For many years the Rumanian leaders gave no sign of wishing 
their homeland to play any role other than that of echo of the 
Soviet Union. During the train of events that culminated in the 
Hungarian and Polish upheavals in October 1956, Rumania carried 
on much as before. Such at any rate, was the general consensus in 
both the West and the East. As late as 1962, Rumania seemed the 
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most subservient and reliable of the East European satellites, except 
perhaps for Bulgaria. 

Yet, in 1968 the leaders of this same country were hailed as the 
“Gaullists of Eastern Europe,” the men who, since March 1963, time 
and again, publicly and secretly, have opposed major Soviet poli- 
cies—and, what is more, with impunity. Rumania’s initially almost 
imperceptible but in sum sensational emancipation from Russian 
domination as well as its brilliant and imaginative exploitation of the 
changes in the international situation and in the Communist world 
have had many facets, twists, and turns, which will be recapitulated 
later. A Balkan power surrounded by Communist neighbors, Ru- 
mania during the sixties has demonstrated to the world that it is 
possible to attain genuine independence under adverse geograph- 
ical conditions without provoking either military intervention or 
economic blockade by the Soviet Union. 

It is, of course, true that Yugoslavia in 1948 and Albania in 1961 
successfully defied Soviet domination. There was, however, an open 
split in both cases, and the two countries had to pay a high economic 
price for political independence. Furthermore, Russia had no direct 
access to the “rebel territories.” Hungary tried to go its own way in 
1956—too early and too fast—but the revolution was crushed by the 
Red Army, while the “Polish October” petered out in midstream. 
Only Rumania (at the time of this writing) has managed to regain 
its freedom of maneuver without an open rupture and despite a 
common frontier of 830 miles across the wide expanses of Moldavia 
and Bessarabia with the Soviet Union. 

How could a Communist regime, which owed its existence to the 
Soviet Union, with a Communist party that numbered less than 
a thousand members in August 1944 when King Michael’s coup 
d’état swung the country over to the Allied side, defy Russian power 
and set itself up as a champion of national interest? One might have 
expected that after such similar “surprises” as the secret indictment 
of Stalin in February 1956, the return of Gomulka to power in Po- 
land, the Hungarian uprising, the “defection” of Albania, and the 
Sino-Soviet schism, there would be less astonishment as the dynamic 
spread of polycentrism propelled hitherto neglected areas to the 
forefront.’ Yet in the case of Rumania there is a general feeling that 
something “impossible” has become real. The Kremlin and the 
U. S. State Department, foreign observers, and not least the people 
in the country itself have found themselves respectively disturbed 


COMMONPLACES, MYTHS, AND REALITIES 8 


and surprised, fascinated and intrigued by the emerging new polit- 
ical landscape in the southeast corner of Europe. For it is a new 
landscape even if the old continues to merge with its outlines. 

What has happened, and what makes the matter so serious in the 
eyes of the Soviet leaders, is that two decades of Communist uni- 
formity have made no change in the central theme of political life 
in Eastern Europe—the spirit of nationalism. The Rumanian gamble 
in the face of overwhelming odds cannot be understood in ideologi- 
cal terms or even in purely economic ones. The gamble “paid off” 
not simply because the Rumanian leaders chose the right time and 
the right issue for their first major challenge, but primarily because 
they recognized that an appeal to the Rumanian sense of identity 
as a nation would, notwithstanding their grim domestic record, 
mobilize genuine popular support, and that this in turn would be- 
come an enormously powerful vehicle for their aspirations. 

In contrast to the unchecked, uncontrollable eruption of pres- 
sures from below in Hungary, which in 1956 placed both the im- 
mediate power sphere of the Soviet Union and the survival of the 
domestic regime in mortal danger, the Rumanian challenge to Soviet 
hegemony has been launched and, thus far, controlled from above. 
Dressing up an essentially nationalist practice in orthodox ideology 
and representing real national interests while verbally upholding 
“proletarian internationalism,” the Communist leaders have, for all 
their dialectical juggling with definitions, placed themselves in the 
mainstream of Rumanian history. 

If, as the loss of uncontested Soviet authority and its repercus- 
sions suggest, there has been a deep and important, even irreversi- 
ble change in the structure of international communism, the 
question arises as to whether the actual conditions in the individual 
countries have changed as well. However indispensable the study of 
documents, it cannot even remotely reflect the extent to which the 
political climate, particularly in the Balkan countries, has been 
transformed. Only frequent visits and constant comparisons, talks 
with the decision-makers and with the people who possess the skills 
to guide an increasingly complex industrial society, with representa- 
tives of the scientific community and with the intelligentsia can 
give a clue to the direction, scope, and pace of the changes. 

Ours is an age of labels. We are often bewildered when con- 
fronted with developments that do not fit the pattern of some firmly 
entrenched concept. Thus we tend to look at trends, which in each 
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country have very distinctive and often contradictory and baffling 
features, or even at countries, merely as the expressions of a doc- 
trine or “heresy.” For years Gomulka was hailed in Poland as a 
“genuine national Communist,” and Kadar in Hungary as a blood- 
thirsty proconsul of a Soviet colony. Under the impact of the short- 
lived euphoria about the “Polish October,” many forgot that 
Gomulka was not only a Pole but a Communist. Conversely, the 
brutal crushing of the Hungarian revolution obscured the fact that 
Kadar was not only the agent of Moscow in a specific situation, but 
also a Hungarian; never an “extreme Stalinist,” but rather a cautious 
reformer. 

When, later, Poland shifted gradually to a quite different tack in 
such major areas as economic rethinking, cultural freedom, and 
toleration of politica] dissent, Gomulka became an epitome of re- 
treat and reaction, even though some of the significant gains his 
regime produced, including private farming, have remained. On the 
other hand, Kadar has been converted—at least in the mirror of 
mass media—from a Russian satrap into a jovial pacemaker of liber- 
alization. In fact, he has done little more than grant some peripheral 
concessions, which, though they have gained his regime a certain 
degree of grudging acquiescence and toleration, involved no polit- 
ical risks. In other words, the narrow fluctuation between relative 
permissiveness and relative oppression, so characteristic of totali- 
tarian regimes at a certain stage, has been identified with essential 
changes.* 

There is a difference between the atmosphere in “occupied” Hun- 
gary and that in “occupied” Poland, but this is almost entirely due 
to Hungary’s more flexible response to the same basic problems, 
more tactical dexterity, and better public relations in projecting an 
attractive image to both the native population and the world. The 
rigidity of the Gomulka regime and the flexibility of the Kadar 
group are to no small degree fashioned by the different personali- 
ties of the respective leaders. Neither the different climate in the 
two countries nor, for instance, the Tito-Stalin conflict and the ups 
and downs in Soviet-Yugoslav relations can be completely under- 
stood without taking such “unideological” factors as personal or 
emotional impulses into account. 

The definition of ideological deviations or the classification of 
policies and personalities according to the stamp they are supposed 
to bear is a perilous matter. Thus a whole school of thought would 
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like to make us believe that Marshal Tito is not only “the man who 
defied Stalin,” but also an arch-revisionist who almost single-handed 
“broke the power of the Communist Party.” Yet there is more than 
ample evidence to show that all along he has been essentially a 
“leftist” or centralist. Both his greatest triumphs and his greatest 
failures have been insolubly connected with the national question. 
The roots of his conflict with Stalin can be found in the wartime 
strategy and tactics of the Yugoslav Communists, which were con- 
sistently several stages ahead of the line proclaimed by the Soviet 
center. Yugoslav external and internal policies in the immediate 
postwar period had the same extremist character of being more Sta- 
linist than Stalin. 

Many vital things have changed in Yugoslavia and in Tito’s 
personal posture, but the early traits have time and again come to 
the fore. Ever since 1953, at almost every critical juncture in Yugo- 
slav political developments, Tito has opted for those in the leader- 
ship who have advocated the centralistic, the more conservative, 
and the less democratic alternative. Tito’s deeply contradictory role 
and the complexities of the Yugoslav situation cannot be reduced to 
deceptively simple ideological expressions, 

By the same token, the Enver Hoxha regime in Albania is con- 
veniently labeled ferociously “dogmatic.” It is, however, more im- 
portant to note that the Albanian leaders, while invoking the 
“universal truth of Marxism-Leninism,” are following traditional na- 
tional objectives, albeit in somewhat extravagant forms. The 
Albanian leaders have a respectable historical lineage and are in 
many respects the modern successors of an elite that centuries ago 
played a significant role in the Ottoman Empire. Even their reck- 
lessness and bravado in their disputes with Yugoslavia, and later 
with the Soviet Union, are not the products of pro-Chinese sympa- 
thies, let alone of purely doctrinaire considerations, but belong to a 
behavior pattern natural to this poorest, smallest, and most back- 
ward Balkan country, surrounded as it is by hostile, more powerful 
neighbors that pose a constant threat to its precarious independence 
and territorial integrity. 

It has become a commonplace to say that the Communist world 
no longer has a single tightly knit world-wide organization under 
one center of power with the authority to interpret the “universal 
truth” in the form of a single orthodox doctrine. The self-evident 
lesson of the decay of Soviet authority and the repudiation of a 
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unique Soviet mode] is the movement—in one way or another and 
to varying degrees in each Communist country—toward internal 
diversity. The countries now enjoy a greater degree of freedom in 
shaping their external policies along more individualistic lines, al- 
ways provided that these are not at variance with major foreign 
policies of the Soviet Union. Even their still wider area of choice in 
dealing with internal matters has not always been gained through 
acts of defiance against Moscow—a fact that is often overlooked. It 
was the second de-Stalinization campaign launched by Khrushchev 
at the Twenty-second Soviet Party Congress in 1961 that forced the 
Bulgarian, Czech, East German, and Rumanian leaders to remove 
the remaining symbols and to repudiate the worst excesses of 
Stalinism. 

The spectacle of a Communist world speaking with many voices, 
the emergence of several trends, contradictory rather than parallel 
but conveniently lumped together under the label of democratiza- 
tion or de-Stalinization, and intensified contacts between East and 
West provide a fertile ground for sweeping generalizations, often 
mixed with a strong dose of wishful thinking. One theory currently 
in fashion predicts the inevitable convergence of the Communist 
and Western systems as the end product of universal industrializa- 
tion and the increasingly similar role of state intervention. Ignoring 
or belittling the basic human, moral, and political differences be- 
tween the two systems, some regard the per capita output of steel 
pipes as a yardstick to measure the extent of changes allegedly 
leading to a rapprochement of “socialist” and “capitalist” societies. 
Even belated attempts to pay attention to economic common sense, 
which most of the economic reforms in Eastern Europe (with the 
exception of Yugoslavia) have been, are often hailed as harbingers 
of a fundamental turn toward capitalism. 

The distortion is increased by the enormously exaggerated im- 
portance ascribed to ideology. To say that the minds of the young, 
let alone of the older generation, are no longer animated by dreams 
of utopia and revolution has become almost banal. The official state 
religion, Marxism-Leninism, has indeed become “the camouflage for 
a satisfied bureaucracy.”® A doctrine that contains no outlines for 
the system to succeed capitalism has inevitably become meaningless 
and irrelevant to the basic issues facing the Communist regimes, or 
indeed mankind, today. Ideology instead of being “a guide to ac- 
tion” is now a sterile, reactionary dogma. Confronted with such so- 
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cial problems as alienation, anti-semitism, or juvenile delinquency, 
most of the ruling Communist parties respond by pretending that 
they do not exist or are “isolated accidents.” 

It was this gap between dogma and reality, between what these 
societies are and what the leaders pretend they are, that generated 
the tortuous search of playwrights and poets, novelists and scholars, 
for more humane, more tolerable forms of socialist society. Even at 
the peak of its influence, however, the real political impact of pro- 
test literature was out of all proportion to what the elated reaction 
in the West suggested to the public. A Bulgarian poem attacking 
Stalin, a Czech drama showing the cold cruelty of an impersonal 
bureaucracy, or a Rumanian short story revealing that even Com- 
munist officials can be corrupt status seekers are an index to dis- 
illusionment and to the willingness of the men in power to tolerate 
criticism. The margin of toleration is, however, always changing, 
and the area of cultural experimentation can be reduced overnight 
practically to nothing by the stroke of a pen. 

At one point, political naiveté went to such lengths that the “lib- 
eralism” of a given Communist regime was measured in terms of 
whether or not the works of Franz Kafka were published. When 
Rumania’s conflict with Russia began to evolve, a Western ambas- 
sador held a confidential briefing for a dozen correspondents who 
were covering the Rumanian Party Congress. One of the first ques- 
tions put by a British journalist was whether the Rumanians brought 
out any books by Kafka. One might conclude ironically that neither 
the questioner nor indeed the distinguished diplomat appeared to 
know just what Kafka had written. As later events showed, it would 
have been more to the point to find out why the Rumanian party 
leader referred to Stephen the Great, the ruler of medieval 
Moldavia, at that particular moment. 

It is equally important to take a sober view of the significance of 
the so-called “revisionist” thinkers, groups, or trends. Here again, 
the disease of labeling has resulted in an uncritical acceptance of 
an “ism.” “Revisionism” correctly used describes only the attempt of 
the great forebear of twentieth-century democratic socialism, Ed- 
uard Bernstein, to correct and rethink Marx on such essential points 
as the evolution of the capitalist system and the influence of social 
reform that makes the masses beneficiaries and not helpless victims 
of economic growth. He was condemned and ostracized for up- 
dating the Holy Script in terms of the social and economic facts of 
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the 18gos, yet it is obviously Bernstein who, after two World Wars, 
has turned out to be right. Today the term “revisionism” is mis- 
leadingly used as a badge for Marshal Tito and the avant-garde 
writer Milovan Dijilas in Yugoslavia and the philosopher Leszek 
Kolakowski in Poland, for the philosophers and sociologists grouped 
around the Zagreb bimonthly Praxis, for dissident Communist stu- 
dents in Warsaw. 

The theories of those who seek to transform or to democratize the 
Communist system from within on the basis of an “enlightened 
Marxism” have by and large become fringe views. The efforts of the 
Zagreb group, for instance, which, following the footsteps of Jean- 
Paul Sartre and Herbert Marcuse, strives to rediscover the “human- 
istic core” of Marxism by returning to Marx’s early philosophical 
writings, are interesting and stimulating, although Marx himself 
either did not publish those manuscripts or thought he had sup- 
planted them by 1848. But the bitter truth is that so long as the main 
thrust of these attacks is directed against national feeling, economic 
realities, the elementary drive toward affluence, and managerial as 
well as political bureaucracy, Praxis and what its contributors stand 
for are bound to remain on the fringes of the main currents in 
Yugoslav society. To put it bluntly, the political importance of even 
the most vocal group in the most open Communist country is negli- 
gible in terms of power and influence. The advocates of a new 
reformation of communism, as sketched in the fifties, have become 
isolated pockets between a population pressing for more cash and 
leisure and a bureaucratic elite, which is willing to respond to 
popular pressures provided its own vested interests are protected 
and the concessions are kept within politically safe and economi- 
cally feasible limits. 

The desire of East European intellectuals for as many contacts as 
possible with the West cannot be doubted. It is becoming fashion- 
able, however, to overstate the significance of the manifold cultural 
exchanges. Leaving aside the fact that many of the grantees or 
delegates nominated by the Communist governments are in no way 
representative of the young intelligentsia, we would be throwing 
dust in our own eyes if we looked upon the presence of four Hun- 
garian doctors at a medical congress in London, or of a Bulgarian 
poetess at a writers’ meeting in Vienna, as indications of the aban- 
donment of restrictions on travel. Certainly one Bulgarian poetess 
is better than none; any contacts at any level are an improvement 
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over the arid deserts of total isolation. But to equate cultural or any 
other contacts rationed by the Communist party apparatus with 
major steps toward freedom of movement would be to lose all sense 
of proportion. A passport with an exit permit (and the two do not 
mean the same thing under a Communist regime!) is still a 
privilege, even if it is somewhat less so than before, in every Com- 
munist country except Yugoslavia. There are no non-Communist 
newspapers, weeklies, or magazines on regular and wide sale in any 
East European country, once again except Yugoslavia. And the civil 
rights associated with constitutional government and, even more, 
political freedom in modern terms can be regarded only as matters 
for future agenda in all Communist states, this time including Yugo- 
slavia. 

This does not mean that the groping for a more rational economic 
mechanism, cultural experimentation, more contacts with the West, 
and the growing diversification of internal policies are insignificant. 
On the contrary. But we need an entirely new frame of reference 
if we want to appraise or even discuss the changes, the reforms, 
and the dilemmas. Three things have already become clear: First, 
behind a seemingly uniform ideological commitment, actual condi- 
tions in each country are changing, at times with extraordinary 
speed. While tracing the changes we should neither lose sight of 
their limits nor allow our awareness of the restraints to let us for- 
get the scope and depth of the changes. Second, the new develop- 
ments have Jess and less in common with traditional views of a 
Cold War struggle between democracy and communism, or with a 
clash of concepts as to whether the stock market or central planning, 
private or public ownership of the means of production, is the best 
basis for a system. Some of the most pressing problems facing the 
East European countries are common to all industrial societies—the 
choice between international regionalism or supranational cen- 
tralism; which is to be given preference, economic growth or the 
standard of living; inflation versus stability; the proper balance be- 
tween central and local government; social responsibility and in- 
dividual autonomy. Third, the ideological vacuum created by the 
lack of any realistic alternative to the Communist brand of author- 
itarian system and by the complete erosion of a thoroughly 
discredited Communist ideology is being filled by the possibly most 
primitive, but undoubtedly most powerful modern ideology—na- 
tionalism. In some countries, such as Yugoslavia and Rumania, it has 


10 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


emerged in a striking manner; elsewhere, as in Bulgaria, its re- 
surgence can be observed in a myriad of small ways. 

Nationalism, in both its “traditional” form and its “new” Com- 
munist version, is stronger than communism; the quest for national 
identity is more powerful than ideological bonds. Nationalism 
has many faces and is full of ambivalence.® It can be simultaneously 
conservative and revolutionary, sterile and creative, reactionary and 
progressive. As J. L. Talmon aptly put it: “Nationality in the West 
means your passport. In Central and Eastern Europe, with their 
mixed populations, it means ultimately your race.” Nationalism 
cannot be limited to the aspirations of nations deprived of their 
territorial statehood. It is rather “the intense awareness of a common 
destiny springing from some unfathomable common identity, which, 
it is held, must express itself fully and leave its imprint on anything 
that members of the entity come into contact with”.? 

What seems to citizens of long-established nation states in the 
West to be a disturbing remnant of the past, and to Americans a 
ghost from the Dark Ages, is a completely different matter in 
Eastern Europe. Most of these nations achieved statehood only in 
the twentieth century. They lived for centuries under foreign rule, 
and the spirit of national identity was the prime vehicle for both 
survival and attaining independence. Their prewar rivalries and 
territorial squabbles should indeed be condemned. But their sad 
record in mutual relations has nothing to do with the fact that for 
two decades this area of many languages, religions, and deep-seated 
national traditions has been molded into a uniform Communist 
world slavishly following the Soviet model. 

What may be described as the national affirmation of the East 
European peoples, embracing a multitude of different sentiments, 
actions, and policies, is basically a defensive nationalism. It expresses 
the feeling of nations whose culture, individuality, and unique past 
has been—and to some extent still is—threatened by extinction. One 
might argue that the diversity of internal policies in the various 
East European countries is proof that the danger has passed its 
crisis point. The removal of symbols and some substance of Soviet 
domination has, however, actually been the result of calculated 
moves to take the steam out of national resentment. In a sense these 
steps have either forestalled or responded to popular pressures. 
But while appearances may have changed and the Russians may 
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now show more tact in dealing with small nations, the essence of 
the domination has remained. 

The defense of national individuality and the aspiration to real, 
not purely formal national independence can therefore be regarded 
as primarily an anti-Soviet nationalism—as long at any rate as the 
balance of power and fundamental Soviet policies remain un- 
changed. Stalin and his successors have forgotten over a dangerously 
long period Lenin’s warning to the delegates of the Eighth Russian 
Party Congress in March 1919 when drawing attention to the 
delicate problems involved in the multinational character of the 
Soviet Union, he declared, “Above all, such a nation as the Russians, 
who have aroused a wild hatred in other nations, must be particu- 
larly cautious.” 

The roots of the hatred for the Russians cannot be properly under- 
stood in terms of cold political or economic analysis. Russia’s ac- 
quisition of territories from Rumania (Bessarabia and northern 
Bukovina), Poland (eastern Poland), Czechoslovakia (sub-Carpa- 
thian Ruthenia), and, in the case of Germany, the incorporation, 
with Poland, of East Prussia and the Soviet Union’s vested interest 
in maintaining the East-West division of the country constitute the 
underlying reality of these nations’ relations with Moscow. 

Another significant factor coloring mutual relations is the unprece- 
dented scale of economic exploitation of the entire area. War rep- 
arations, the notorious Soviet-East European mixed companies, 
the transfer of wealth, all dealt a crippling blow to the national 
economies. It is estimated, on the basis of incomplete evidence, that 
the net Soviet gain through exploitation (after deducting credits) 
totaled 20 billion dollars during the 1945-56 period.® After the up- 
heavals in Hungary and Poland, Soviet methods of exploitation 
have become more “tactful,” more subtle and differentiated. Never- 
theless, during the 1956-60 period the East European countries are 
calculated to have suffered an over-all loss of almost 3.5 billion 
dollars through price discrimination.® This amount greatly exceeds 
the grand total of all the widely publicized Soviet loans and credits 
granted to the area during the same period. Rumania and Czecho- 
slovakia received very little, and while the losses incurred through 
overpaid Soviet exports and underpriced Soviet imports are irre- 
trievable, most of the Soviet loans and credits have to be and are 
being repaid in full. It must be noted, however, that Albania (until 
the break in 1961) and Bulgaria throughout the entire postwar 
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period have been on balance economic liabilities rather than assets 
to the Soviet Union. 

Thus historical memories, as well as territorial and economic 
grievances provide an objective basis for the framework of rela- 
tions between an imperial superpower and a host of small nations in 
Eastern Europe. But there is more to it than that. The East European 
image of the Russians has never fully recovered from the shock of 
the Red Army’s behavior. Only those who lived through or witnessed 
the first months of Russian occupation can truly grasp the psycholog- 
ically disastrous consequences. The Russians came as “liberators,” 
but behaved as conquerors. Though discipline was soon established 
in Bulgaria and improved in Rumania, Hungary, and Poland, the 
Balkans have never forgotten the first bouts of looting, raping, and 
other dangerous antics. Even during their brief five-month stay in 
Belgrade and the northeast section of their ally Yugoslavia, Soviet 
forces were responsible for 1,219 rapes, 329 attempted rapes, 121 
rapes with murder, and 1,204 robberies with violence.’° No other 
country dared to produce such statistical evidence of Russian bru- 
tality and licence as Yugoslavia did during its conflict with Stalin. 
But one hardly needs a vivid imagination to realize what the con- 
duct of the Red Army was in the countries it occupied wholly, with- 
out the restraint of a powerful indigenous Partisan army. For it was 
in Yugoslavia that a self-confident Communist leadership sparked off 
a seemingly minor but explosive crisis in relations with Russia when 
it dared to draw the attention of the Soviet command to the political 
impact of the atrocities. 

The failure of the Soviet Union to russify the area and convert 
the population to its brand of “Marxism-Leninism” should not over- 
shadow the enormous moral, spiritual, and cultural damage inflicted 
upon the East European nations. Their national identities and tradi- 
tions, ways of life and codes of behavior have become parts of an 
artificial melting pot. The model of Soviet communism has been 
superimposed on natural diversity, and no aspect of life has re- 
mained immune to this pernicious unifying influence. Only recently 
have the nations of Eastern Europe begun slowly and painfully to 
recover from the catastrophic effects of Soviet hegemony. The ex- 
tent of damages and the degree of recovery naturally vary from 
country to country, but in all of them deep-rooted feelings of having 
been robbed and degraded by an alien superpower are still very 
live issues. Indeed it is hardly an exaggeration to say that national- 
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ism constitutes the heart of the challenge to Soviet domination and 
that external and internal emancipation from the Soviet Union is 
the central theme of East European political life. 

How far and how fast can this process go? Since 1956-57 a 
curious dualism has characterized relations between the East Euro- 
pean countries and Russia. The long-term effect of the Hungarian 
revolution was twofold. One, the ruling regimes learned the les- 
son that their very survival was in danger without Soviet protection. 
The populations drew the conclusion that, with the West scrupu- 
lously respecting Moscow’s immediate power sphere, there was no 
realistic alternative to the system. Two, as Khrushchev was the first 
to recognize, only by tolerating some measure of internal autonomy 
could the bloc be saved. In the years since the 1956 upheavals, 
the empire with one command center has gradually turned into 
a special kind of alliance, consisting of states with varying shades 
and degrees of autonomy. The Sino-Soviet conflict, economic fric- 
tion, and internal discord in the Soviet leadership have meanwhile 
provided both a motive for broadening the margin of autonomy and 
an excuse for tightening the reins. 

The more Soviet authority has weakened, the more self-assured 
and less fearful the East European leaders have become. To some 
extent, the men in power have become split personalities. Faced 
with a twin challenge, they find themselves in a deeply contradic- 
tory position, in which the doctrine that unites them provides little 
help. On the one hand, the men who engineered the Communist 
takeover in 1944-47 returned (with a few exceptions) in the bag- 
gage trains of the Red Army and stil] see the Soviet Union as the 
ultimate protector and guarantee of survival. Yet at the same time, 
they all (even such old-timers as Walter Ulbricht in East Germany ) 
are beginning to realize that they are tolerated, accepted, or sup- 
ported by growing sections of the population only to the extent 
that they represent or pretend to represent genuine national in- 
terests. The bonds are immensely powerful—Soviet military hegem- 
ony, dependence on both the Russian market and Russian raw 
materials, and last but not least a common ideology that purports 
to justify the monopoly of power. Yet nationalism, in any form what- 
soever, has a logic and dynamism of its own. Only the future can 
give a definitive answer to the key question: Will the forced or 
voluntary toleration of autonomy save what is essential to Soviet 
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interests, or will it rather accelerate the process of disintegration 
in Eastern Europe? 

It is an undisputed fact that nationalism provides an area of com- 
mon interest between ruling groups and their peoples. But national- 
ism is not purely and simply the assertion of national claims against 
Soviet domination. It is a powerful vehicle of old aspirations, not 
only between unequal partners in an alliance, but also within a 
multinational state. The trend toward the emergence of a national 
consensus and the transition from the Marxist-Leninist concept of 
class—the single, most important excuse for brutal discrimination 
against millions—to the incomparably broader, traditional sense of 
identity as a nation cannot be totally discarded as a contagious 
disease from the past. It depends on the over-all situation whether 
the spirit of national affirmation becomes a force opening up new 
vistas, or a lever to pull the peoples back to an unhappy past. 

Once when I asked an outstanding Croat scholar in Zagreb 
whether he thought the growing liberalism in Yugoslavia would 
ultimately lead to a multiparty system, he laughed derisively. “We 
have already got one! Quite apart from the fact that the hundred 
and twenty deputies in the Federal Assembly [parliament] act as if 
they were one hundred and twenty minute parties, we have six 
powerful parties-the Communists of the six republics that con- 
stitute Yugoslavia!” Then as an afterthought he added smilingly, 
“At a poll here, our Mika Tripalo [the young party secretary in the 
capital of Croatia] would easily and overwhelmingly beat anyone, 
including Djilas. After all, even the Catholic Church supports him. 
...” His statement was not an empty witticism, but an accurate 
reflection of the popular mood. 

As some Communist leaders have become bolder in standing up 
for the interests of their nations, they have come to be accepted, 
with however strong reservations, as genuine national spokesmen. 
One need only look at the turbulent but on the whole encouraging 
developments in multinational Yugoslavia to see that nationalism is 
not always a natural or literal adversary of democracy. It was 
neither a liberal wing in the leadership supported by a benevolent 
Marshal Tito nor “revisionist” intellectual groups that forced a show- 
down with the reactionary forces and came out on top in the long 
internal power struggle. The decisive event in Yugoslav political 
life was the fact that in the sixties the Communist leaders first in 
tiny but highly developed Slovenia and then in Croatia began to 
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identify themselves with the opposition of their respective na- 
tions to a central party and state bureaucracy in Belgrade, which 
dictatorially siphoned off the wealth of these nations for large-scale 
investments in the underdeveloped regions. When the economic 
centralism of the federal power center was coupled with deliberate 
attempts to foster an artificial “Yugoslav culture” over national 
cultural traditions, the ghost of prewar Yugoslavia—the danger of 
unbridled Serb domination—began to haunt the smaller nations. 

The outward-looking political leadership of the small Macedonian 
Republic joined the Slovene-Croat opposition, and this formidable 
coalition, belatedly helped by some progressive-minded Serb lead- 
ers, launched a successful counteroffensive between 1964 and 1966. 
Headed by a Croat general, the Army played a crucial role during 
the last phase, when the political battle had already been won by 
the champions of national equality and economic decentralization. 
The fall in July 1966 of Alexander Rankovic, Vice President, Party 
Secretary, and chief of the security police (second only to Marshal 
Tito in power and influence) not only marked a turning point in 
the habitual Communist power struggle, but also crushed the policy 
of Great Serbian hegemony. Whatever shifts may have occurred 
later in the power balance, in economic friction, in the roles of Tito 
and the Army, the case of Rankovic as well as the main currents 
in contemporary Yugoslavia can be properly understood only from 
the national angle. 

Czechoslovakia provides another, earlier example of a direct re- 
lationship between national impulses and the adoption of more 
democratic concepts. Here, in the early sixties, the ever louder de- 
mands of the Slovak intellectuals for public revision of the anti- 
Slovak witchhunts of the Stalin era and for the political and moral 
rehabilitation of leading Communist personalities who had been 
hanged or imprisoned on account of their alleged Slovak “bourgeois 
nationalism” set the de-Stalinization process in motion. Initially col- 
ored by nationalism, the movement gradually took on progressive 
overtones that led to the discrediting and fall of several powerful 
leaders including the Czech Premier, and gave a crucial impulse to 
more liberal policies in both the Slovak and the Czech regions of the 
country. 

After an impasse of several years, it was once again political and 
economic dissatisfaction in Slovakia that propelled the Slovak Com- 
munist leaders in 1967 into the vanguard of the battle against the 
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dogmatic and centralist group in Prague headed by the First Secre- 
tary of the Czechoslovak Party and State President, the Czech 
Antonin Novotny. His fall in January 1968, though hastened by a 
combination of complex factors, was primarily due to the fact that 
the Slovak party leader Alexander Dubcek {his successor as First 
Secretary ) sided with the reformist opposition. 

But what is progress to one is—or seems to be—retreat to the 
other. On the face of it, the fall in Yugoslavia of Rankovic, who for 
over two decades had ruled as the undisputed boss of the dreaded 
UDBA, the secret police, should have heralded the beginning of a 
more tolerant age, particularly in Belgrade, where surveillance and 
control were undoubtedly tightest. Yet the surge of confidence that 
was so tangible in the summer of 1966, in Zagreb or in Ljubljana, 
the capital of Slovenia, contrasted sharply with the sense of insecu- 
rity that enveloped many Serbs in Belgrade. Meeting friends and 
acquaintances in Belgrade, the visitor noticed a mood of deep re- 
sentment, ranging from mild irony to embittered battle cries. A 
well-known doctor, an old friend who had never hidden his anti- 
Communist sentiments, surprised me with an unusually emotional 
outburst, “Look at the people who are said to be involved in the 
affair. All, but all are Serbs. They are not just settling accounts 
with Rankovic. This is a blow against us—the Serbs!” The famous 
writer Dobrica Cosic, a long-time confidant of Marshal Tito, sent 
him a sharply worded letter, accusing the President of being pri- 
marily responsible for the excesses because he had known about 
them but had thrown the blame solely on Rankovic. Party func- 
tionaries hinted at “attempts to weaken the Serb cadres.” As an 
electrician said to me, “Rankovic has been no angel. But he is one 
of us, a strong man. Who will protect the interests of Serbia now?” 

The situation was, of course, brought under control by the regime, 
and the climate became less charged. Yet the popular response to 
the sudden eclipse of a ranking, albeit widely feared national figure 
matched a deep-rooted code of behavior. Instinctive national sol- 
idarity, even with a potential dictator, carried the day. Not only 
national interests but emotions, often unchecked and stemming 
from a centuries-long sense of identity, shape, influence, or at the 
very least color policies and responses in a community of several 
nations. 

To infuse unquestionably tired and in some cases thoroughly 
discredited regimes with new blood from the vessel of national 
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impulses is an experiment not without serious risks. The twin 
challenge of nationalism is more than evident, for example, in Ru- 
mania. The upsurge of national self-confidence is seen by the ma- 
jority nation as the natural product of what began as a defense of 
Rumanian national interests against Soviet domination. But the 
large and compact Hungarian minority in Rumania looks upon the 
unleashed forces of Rumanian national spirit as something akin to 
internal “Rumanianization,” something which threatens their Hun- 
garian national identity and traditions. 

This contradiction is true of the entire East European region. In 
a sense, it is always the same sad story, dating back to the multina- 
tional Habsburg monarchy, torn by internal stresses that ultimately 
destroyed the empire. Thus, almost a century ago, what Hungary 
wanted from Vienna it refused to Croatia, then its ally in a common 
kingdom. What Croatia demanded from Hungary it, in turn, refused 
to the Serbs living within its borders. And this double standard in 
dealing with the rights of one’s own nation and those of alien mi- 
norities has remained a dominant feature in the family of new 
states that emerged from the twentieth-century disintegration of 
the great empires in Eastern Europe, particularly in the Balkans. 

Political frontiers after World War I were not always chosen on 
the proclaimed basis of ethnic boundaries but also for political, 
strategic, and psychological reasons. After World War II the situation 
was even worse, at least in Bessarabia. The geographic distribution 
of ethnic groups and traditional loyalties in these regions is, 
however, so tangled that no clear-cut and wholly satisfactory demar- 
cations are possible. As a result, there are large and small minori- 
ties living in one country but associated with another. If the latter 
is a neighboring country, this makes the minority problem par- 
ticularly delicate and often fraught with tension. 

One need only look at the Hungarians in Rumania, the Rumanians 
in the Soviet Union, the Albanians in Yugoslavia, the Greeks in Al- 
bania, and the Macedonians (or Slavo-Macedonians) in Greece, 
Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia, not to mention the hundreds of thousands 
of Turks in Balkan countries, to get an inkling of how immensely 
complex the minority problems are. The presence of minorities 
keeps the vexed issue of territorial disputes on an invisible agenda, 
even though between Communist states they are almost never men- 
tioned explicitly. Territorial and minority issues will be discussed in 
detail later, but it might be mentioned at this point that Transyl- 
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vania separates Hungary and Rumania; Bessarabia, Rumania and the 
Soviet Union; Kosovo, Yugoslavia and Albania; southern Al- 
bania (Northem Epirus to the Greeks), Albania and Greece; 
while Macedonia is the cause of a recurring three-cornered dispute 
between Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Greece. This impressive list of 
major territorial issues could of course be supplemented by such 
minor differences as Dobruja (between Rumania and Bulgaria), 
Vojvodina (between Yugoslavia and Hungary), or the Banat (be- 
tween Yugoslavia and Rumania ). 

The prescriptions for dealing with the problem of small-power 
imperialism stemming from the presence of minorities within the 
boundaries of national states are as far apart as the estimates 
of how serious the problem is. Both the Rumanian and Yugoslav 
governments envisage a somewhat vague regional cooperation of 
nation states in the Balkans, based on the principles of respect for 
sovereignty and territorial integrity and strict non-interference in 
the internal affairs of another country. The arguments for and 
against the realism of such ideas are certainly worth investigating. 
There is, however, another view, which, paradoxical as it may 
seem, is advocated by both Soviet and American “global strate- 
gists” (albeit for different reasons and purposes and expressed in a 
different political vocabulary ). 

This “Soviet-American” conception is allied to the notion that 
national bodies should be replaced by a much wider framework 
in which borders as such lose their meaning. Khrushchev's vision 
of the future was spelled out with unusual candor to an East Ger- 
man audience in Leipzig in March 1959 when he stated flatly: 
“With the victory of communism on a world-wide scale, as Marxism- 
Leninism teaches, state borders will disappear. In all likelihood 
only ethnic borders will remain for a time and even these will prob- 
ably exist only as a convention. . . . It seems to me that the fur- 
ther development of the socialist countries will in all probability 
proceed along the lines of consolidation in a single world socialist 
system.”11 

His attempts to “synchronize the clocks” and forge a suprana- 
tional, tightly integrated economic unit foundered on the rocklike 
resistance of Rumania, since it was evident that a meaningful inte- 
gration of centrally planned economies would lead ultimately to 
the suppression of national identities. Khrushchev’s successors are 
still grappling with the dilemma of how to combine “proletarian 
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internationalism,” that is, unconditional subordination to major So- 
viet policies, with maximal autonomy within the alliance. 

From a different angle, some distinguished American policy- 
makers and advisers regard the trends toward independence in 
Eastern Europe, particularly if they are tinged with anti-Soviet na- 
tionalism, as out-of-date, divisive, and dangerous. Their argument 
is that it is “impossible to find a solution [to the border and minority 
problems] in an international community based on the theory of ab- 
solute national sovereignty acknowledging no higher obligation than 
the interest of its own nation.”!2 Whether they call it a “United 
States of Europe” or a “grand design,” the crux of the theory is that 
under the conditions of a global nuclear balance only a global 
accommodation between the two superpowers, the United States 
and the Soviet Union, can provide a solution to the partition of Ger- 
many and the problems of Eastern Europe. As a matter of fact, the 
argument runs, both world powers help to contain local con- 
flicts. The Soviet Union performs a “restraining function” in 
territorial disputes in geographically neighboring areas. The East 
European countries should patiently wait while the “grand design” 
of a new relationship between the two global powers is translated 
step by step into practice. Then, and only then, their problems will 
be solved, either within a supranational federal European system or 
in some other form. Nationalistic aspirations of small states, like 
Gaullist phrases about a “European Europe,” merely raise the 
specter of a “Balkanization” of the European continent and upset 
the progress toward an American-Soviet deal. 

Unfortunately, these undoubtedly attractive blueprints are 
equations with dominant unknowns. The emergence of a “new 
order” in Europe based on increasingly similar societies and guar- 
anteed by two superpowers vying with each other in peaceful com- 
petition appears for the moment to be a hazy notion of a distant 
future. A whole set of signs tells us that conditions in the imme- 
diate power sphere of the Soviet Union are changing. To discard 
or belittle nationalistic tendencies is perfectly understandable from 
the standpoint of a world power, which has to think in global 
terms. But any policy that ignores the changing realities in Eastern 
Europe is bound to fail in the long run. 

Nationalism is a prime example of a term that means different 
things to different people. To the Soviet leaders it is a “narrow- 
minded point of view which puts national interests ahead of those 
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of the international workers’ movement.” To the U. S. State De- 
partment it is a “parochial” minor irritation. To the Communist 
leaders it is a tempting and alarming mixture. To the popula- 
tions concerned it is an inborn sense of identity that has survived 
centuries of foreign domination. To the student of the area it ap- 
pears to be the most powerful single force eroding the pillars of 
Soviet domination, one that may well transform extremist Com- 
munist dictatorships into more conventional authoritarian systems. 

Nationalism has the power to create hotbeds of tension or to 
fracture multinational societies, but to complain about it doesn’t 
help. In a myriad of different forms, it is one of the paramount facts 
of life in Eastem Europe, and likely to be at the center of politics 
there for many years to come. Nevertheless one has to resist the 
temptation to treat discord among Communist-ruled states as simply 
a clash between old-fashioned nationalisms. Communist ideology, 
which simultaneously unites and divides the national ruling groups, 
is also an extremely important element. 

The national and ideological factors reinforce each other. The 
contradiction between Communist theory and practice makes 
the problem of agreeing to disagree enormously difficult and in- 
hibits temporary compromises on essential issues. Once the unique 
position of the Soviet Union as the center of both political power 
and doctrinal authority has been irrevocably broken, any major 
differences of national interests can be interpreted in different ways. 
None of the Communist ruling groups has abandoned unconditional 
loyalty to the doctrine that justifies its monopoly of power. Thus the 
rulers must justify major policies in terms of the sacred theory. 

It is this unity of power and ideology that has made compromise 
between Moscow and Peking ultimately impossible and the great 
schism inevitable.1* The essence of a Communist regime is still 
the fact that the statements the leaders declare to be the doc- 
trinal truth at any given moment must be accepted by their sub- 
jects. Any questioning of ideology would undermine the monopoly 
of power. This is why public disputes are always extremely danger- 
ous for both sides. But conflicts over major issues are supposedly 
inconceivable, since the old discords had economic roots and these 
were, of course, erased with the disappearance of capitalism. As all 
Communist countries are by definition “brothers,” they must conceal 
differences that would be considered perfectly natural among non- 
Communist countries. 
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This is the reason that Communist economic conferences, even 
relatively unimportant ones to discuss, say, what kind of marine en- 
gines should be manufactured in which country, are shrouded 
in secrecy. Disputes about the location of a steel plant or friction 
over import duties levied on ball bearings become fateful issues 
simply because countries that call themselves brothers cannot con- 
fess their egoism, selfishness, and profit-seeking to the detriment 
of another partner. Can a Communist country be imperialistic? 
Can territorial disputes make enemies of two Communist countries? 
Can a Communist state discriminate against a national minority 
associated with a brother country? All this is inconceivable, yet 
it continually happens, not only between the smaller countries and 
the Soviet Union, but also among the small Communist states. Once 
a ruling party refuses to recognize that there is only one center 
authorized to define in any situation and at any given moment the 
“universal” truth or supreme interest, ideology ceases to be a bind- 
ing element and becomes a factor that makes action and compro- 
mise more and more difficult. It is also increasingly a fig leaf, for 
the “brothers” must hide the recurring conflicts among themselves 
under ideological formulas. 

At the same time, the ruling groups never really explain the roots 
of past public disputes or the reasons for a new reconciliation to 
their subjects, who must profess unshakable faith in the infalli- 
bility of the leadership. This in turn pollutes the political cli- 
mate both within the country and in its relations with its neighbors. 
The thesis that Soviet power restrains local conflicts may be correct 
if seen only in terms of prewar developments. But on balance Soviet 
domination and communism have combined to separate the East 
European, particularly the Balkan, nations from one another more 
than ever and to increase mutual ignorance and suspicion. By push- 
ing the real issues below the surface instead of dealing with their 
causes, these twin pressures have erected new barriers rather than 
dismantling the old ones. 

After World War II, the four Balkan countries—Yugoslavia, 
Albania, Rumania, and Bulgaria—were “model satellites,” constitut- 
ing what seemed to be the most solidly welded bulwark of Soviet 
Power and influence in the world. It was Yugoslavia that directed 
the first deadly blow at the most sacred dogma—that communism 
implies unconditional support of the Soviet Union. Then came the 
sensational break between Albania and the Soviet Union, the weak- 


22 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


est and the strongest Communist powers. A few years later Rumania 
began its battle for emancipation. Only Bulgaria, which is not even a 
direct neighbor of the Soviet Union, has remained a loyal vassal. 

Like all Communist-ruled countries, these four Balkan states 
share three basic assumptions: that political power should be in 
the hands of a single party; that the means of production should be 
publicly owned and the economy centrally planned; that there is a 
basic contradiction between capitalism and socialism, which will 
inevitably lead to the decay of capitalism and the final victory of so- 
cialism. Yet despite these common tenets, Yugoslavia has remained 
outside the military blocs, non-aligned and independent; Albania, 
though nominally still a member of the Warsaw Pact and 
Comecon (the economic cooperation body), is not even on speak- 
ing terms with the inveterate “revisionists” in Moscow and has 
become firmly allied to China;* Rumania, still seemingly a full- 
fledged member of all international Communist bodies, has not only 
blocked supranational economic and military integration, but has 
also taken a neutral stance in the Sino-Soviet conflict and defied 
Soviet policies on such major international issues as the German 
question and the Middle East crisis. 

Why have the Balkans become the new center of the search for 
external independence and internal autonomy? How deep is the 
new mood? Why did Rumania and not Bulgaria take the road to 
emancipation from Soviet control? Is Bulgaria perhaps not quite so 
stagnant as it appears to be? 

The answers to these and many other questions can be found 
only in Balkan history and traditions. “Nationalities endure while 
regimes pass.”!° Not only must we see the present; we must also 
look back at the past to find the reasons for the different kinds of 
Communist regime and the startlingly diverse developments. One 
cannot understand Balkan affairs without at least a minimal ac- 
quaintance with the origins of the forces that are still operative. 


* In the wake of the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the Albanian parliament on 


September 14, 1968, formally annulled Albania’s membership in the Warsaw 
Pact. 
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THE INTRUDERS 


The first and most elementary requirement in government 
is a routine of decent administration. 


—L. B. Namier 


Driving from the west toward Belgrade, the visitor is struck by the 
air of modernity when he reaches the outskirts of the Yugoslav 
capital. Most of the dilapidated houses, which a few years ago still 
pocked the countryside, have been pulled down and replaced by 
highrise apartments with colorful fagades and a host of attractive 
shopping centers. Just before crossing the bridge to the old city 
proper, one passes the new Museum of Modern Art on the left, an 
inpressive example of the best in contemporary architecture with a 
beguiling combination of beauty and sweep. This steadily expand- 
ing mixture of residential suburb and federal administration center 
is now called New Belgrade. 

The other side of the river Sava is the “real” Belgrade where 
most of the 700,000 inhabitants live. An impressive old fort, dom- 
inating the skyline, is a reminder that Belgrade, situated at the 
confluence of the Sava and the Danube, has served since ancient 
times as an often-besieged bastion, protecting the gateway to South- 
east Europe. Despite a confusing jumble of pseudomodern and 
oriental styles, laced with some unpleasant relics of the short-lived 
Stalinist architecture, the city proper still radiates a Byzantine and 
Turkish atmosphere, mingled, of course, with Serbian. The more the 
visitor wanders around, the stronger he feels—this is truly the 
Balkans. 

When he crosses the short bridge over the Sava, he is said to be 
leaving one world and entering another, moving from the “West” 
into the “Orient,” from Central Europe into the Balkans. Zemun, the 
smal] town on the west bank where a modern airport now stands, 
was for centuries the frontier station between the Austrian and the 
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Ottoman empires, and the old dividing line determined aspects of 
political life in this area that are still valid and important. The Sava 
was a vital part of the famous Military Frontier against the Turks, 
a special marchland of forts and watchtowers, created toward the 
end of the sixteenth century and defended by frontiermen enjoying 
special privileges. The “frontier” was under direct Austrian control, 
which was extended or reorganized many times throughout the 
centuries in response to the success or failure of Turkish raids. The 
frontiermen, the new settlers in the depopulated border regions of 
Croatia and southern Hungary, were mainly Orthodox Serbs who 
had fled northward, attracted by the promises made by the various 
Austrian emperors of religious liberty and land held on a special 
tenure. The descendants of the migrants who crossed the Danube 
to settle in Hungary in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries played 
a stirring role in the history of the Serbian people, while the de- 
scendants of those who fled to Croatia have become a highly com- 
plicating factor in the “Croat question” of our time. 

The union of areas with different national consciousnesses, ad- 
ministrative traditions, and religious loyalties, all forged by a 
centuries-long division between different worlds, has proved to be 
a troubled one in the new Yugoslavia and “Great Rumania” of the 
twentieth century. The Rumanians of the Old Kingdom expected 
gratitude from their kinsmen in the “liberated provinces” of Tran- 
sylvania and Bukovina, as the Serbs did from the Slovenes and 
Croats in Yugoslavia. Yet even the Rumanians, not to mention 
the Hungarians and Germans, the Croats and Slovenes, who had 
been molded by a “Western” pattern in areas that had belonged 
for a long period to the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, responded 
with scorn when, after 1918, the newcomers from Bucharest and 
Belgrade began to superimpose “Eastern” methods on their “West- 
ern” ways.’ To this day, the Slovenes and Croats in Yugoslavia, the 
Transylvanians and the few remaining Bukovinians in Rumania feel 
superior to their respective administrative centers. When these 
inequalities happen to coincide with national divisions within one 
country, any crisis, external or internal, can transform precarious 
coexistence into fratricidal strife. The razor edge between resent- 
ment and violence was tragically shown during the Yugoslav civil 
war in the massacres of Serbs by Croats, who were later joined by 
the Muslims, and in the mass executions of Croats by the Partisans. 

For a foreigner in Ljubljana, the Slovenian capital, or in Cluj, 
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the principal Transylvanian city, to refer to the Balkans as some- 
thing even remotely related to these towns and areas is an almost 
unforgivable social blunder. As a Slovenian scientist put it to me 
many years ago, on my first visit to his city, “Except for the cevap- 
cici (tasty meatballs), you will find here nothing that would re- 
mind you of the Balkans.” North of the Sava and the Danube, 
the expression “Balkan” is unanimously regarded as an insult. 
Yet the word simply means “mountain” in Turkish. This is also 
the name of the majestic range that separates northern Bul- 
garia from the rest of the country and extends some 370 miles 
eastward, running parallel with the Danube almost to the Black 
; Sea. The Balkan Mountains give the entire southeast European 
peninsula its name. In geographical language, the Balkan Peninsula 

| is bounded on the northwest by the Alps, on the north by the Sava 

and the lower Danube, and on the east, south, and west sides 
by the Black, Aegean, and Adriatic seas. Neat geographical defini- 

| tions should not, however, be taken too seriously. While Rumania, 
strictly speaking, belongs to the Danubian basin, it is primarily 
a Balkan country. Conversely, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria are also in 
a sense Danubian states. The Danube, the ancient line of invasion 
and great trade artery, flows through these three countries and links 
them to one another. 

Strangely, neither Greece nor Turkey can properly be regarded 
today as a Balkan country. The Byzantine and Turkish empires and 
all that they stood for had a profound influence on the Balkan 
states. But modern Greece has always tended to look toward the 

) West. Thanks to its traditions, long coastline, merchant shipping, 
traders, and the many Greek settlers, first in the great Mediter- 
ranean ports and later in the United States, Greece has been in- 
comparably more cosmopolitan than any other state in southeast 
Europe. During the past twenty-five years, after British and Ameri- 
can intervention and aid combined to keep the country on the West- 
ern side of the Iron Curtain, the differences between Greece and 
its northern neighbors have become even more pronounced. Sim- 
ilarly, modern Turkey is no longer a Balkan country. It has aban- 
doned all territorial outposts in Europe, except for eastern Thrace 
and the European part of Istanbul (which will often be referred 
to below as Constantinople). 

Regardless of geographical niceties, the word Balkans is instinc- 
tively and historically associated not with a mountain range or 
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peninsula, but with disorder and poverty, with tales of warfare and 
violence, heroism and treachery. The Balkans have had—and with 
good reason—an international reputation of being a tinderbox, the 
powder keg of European politics, and a hotbed for revolutionary 
ideas. The prediction attributed to a British traveler returning to 
his London club toward the end of the last century after a visit to 
the Continent, “There will be trouble in the Balkans in the spring!” 
was rather vague, but turned out to be surprisingly accurate. 

For five hundred years the Balkan countries, of small importance 
individually, were as a whole of major significance as a battle- 
ground of the rival Austrian and Turkish empires. From the eight- 
eenth century on, Russian interest in gaining control over the 
coveted Straits—the Bosporus, Sea of Marmora, and Dardanelles— 
made the fight into a three-cornered battle. Later, the Balkans was 
the scene of fierce struggles for power between Nazi Germany 
and the Western democracies, and the Soviet Union. Ever since 
the gradual breakup of the ailing Ottoman Empire in the nine- 
teenth century put the so-called “Eastern Question” on the agenda 
of European politics, the expression “Balkanization” has been under- 
stood as describing unhealthy and undesirable political fragmenta- 
tion, the division of an area into small antagonistic states. 

The phrase Balkan politics became identical with disapproval, 
censure, and condemnation. It described the haphazard and quick 
changes of weak and usually rotten governments. Worse still, it 
carried the odium of misrule and oppression, unspeakable corrup- 
tion and abominable poverty, and these indeed have been the char- 
acteristic features of the Balkan countries. The legendary exploits 
of the Hajduks, brigands of a Robin Hood variety, or the many 
fantastic—and sometimes true—stories of espionage and adventure 
may have lent this scenically beautiful area an air of romance. But 
history has played cruel tricks on the peoples of the Balkans, 
who “formed a buffer zone between the West and Asia, allowing 
the Western nations to develop in comparative security their own 
civilization while the fury of the Asian whirlwinds spent itself 
on their backs.”? 

Geography has been undoubtedly the major cause of the mis- 
fortunes and diversity. It still poses some of the important prob- 
lems faced by the modern Balkan states. It is the intricate and 
rugged mountain ranges—formidable highland bastions in Macedonia 
and Montenegro, barren limestone mountains blocking the Dal- 
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matian coast from the interior, steep slopes shadowy with alpine 
forests in Bulgaria, and stark high mountain barriers in Albania— 
that have left a permanent mark on the peoples and given the land 
its character. The mountainous part of the country (above 1,500 feet ) 
comprises almost half the territory of Yugoslavia and nearly one- 
third of the area of Bulgaria. 

Yet these great mountain ranges, from the Carpathian Alps to 
the Balkan and Rhodope massif, from the Dinaric Mountains to the 
Pindus range, have never truly protected, though they have iso- 
lated, the different peoples from one another. Natural barriers, 
they have hardly ever corresponded with national or ethnic bound- 
aries. From time immemorial, the peninsula was penetrated by 
countless migrating tribes and invading armies, following, now in 
one direction, now in another, the great natural highways, the river 
courses: from Austria and the plains of Central Europe along the 
sweeping valley of the Danube to the heart of Serbia, there to con- 
tinue east through the Iron Gates to the delta of the Danube on the 
Rumanian coast of the Black Sea, or southeast across Bulgaria by 
way of Sofia and the Maritsa River to Adrianople and Turkey, or 
south down the strategic furrow formed by the Morava and Vardar 
rivers to Salonika and Greece. From the Adriatic, two mountain 
rivers, the Neretva and the Bosna, provided the principal route to 
the interior. 

This accessibility by both land and sea and the inner fragmenta- 
tion and diversity of peoples separated by formidable mountain 
barriers, have had a profound impact on history. The nations 
never were independent long enough to shape their own destinies 
but time and again fell easy prey to foreign domination and were 
deeply affected by the radiations of outside cultural centers—By- 
zantium and later Constantinople, Venice, Vienna, Budapest, and 
Moscow. The Balkan Peninsula has always been a link between 
Europe and Asia Minor, a vital trade route, a bridge between West 
and East.3 

When the Congress of Berlin in 1878 tried to solve the territorial 
issues arising from the decay of the Turkish Empire, it awarded 
large portions of present-day Albania to the neighboring states. The 
Albanians, still under Turkish rule and encouraged by the Sultan, 
formed the League of Prizren, which began to bombard the Western 
statesmen with documents in defense of the Albanian nation and 
language. The Congress, not surprisingly, ignored the protests as 
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coming from the most obscure comer of the Balkans, and Bismarck 
settled the matter with the scornful remark, “There is no such thing 
as Albanian nationality.” 

Yet modem Albanians are the oldest inhabitants of the Balkans, 
the descendants of the ancient Illyrians, who in the fifth century 
B.C. were mentioned by the Greeks as inhabiting the peninsula 
together with the Thracians. Shkodra in northern Albania was the 
capital of the Illyrian kingdom incorporated into the Roman em- 
pire in 168 3.c. Five Illyrians, including Diocletian, whose palace 
at Split on the Adriatic bespeaks past magnificence even sixteen 
centuries later, ruled as Roman emperors. Despite innumerable for- 
eign invasions and long Turkish rule, the Albanians have remained 
Thraco-IIlyrian by stock, and their language, though Indo- 
European, is quite unlike any other tongue. They have no ethnic 
or strong religious bonds to their Slav, Greek, and Italian neighbors. 

The origin and history of the Rumanians (called for a long time 
Vlach or Wallach, the Gothic word for foreigner) has been an issue 
passionately contested well into our time. They regard themselves 
as being of Daco-Roman stock: descendants of the Dacians, rela- 
tives of the ancient Thracians, who were conquered by the Roman 
legions under Emperor Trajan in a.v. 106, About 165 years later 
the Emperor Aurelian withdrew the legions, and the territory was 
overrun by barbarian tribes, The Rumanians did not reappear in 
the triangular region of Transylvania, bounded on three sides by 
the Carpathians and another mountain range, until the thirteenth 
century. What happened during the ten intervening centuries has 
been called by the first great modern Rumanian historian, A. D. 
Xenopol, “the enigma of the Middle Ages.” There is indeed “no par- 
allel to the mysterious silence, which shrouds the Rumanians for the 
one thousand years following the withdrawal of Aurelian and his 
legions—a period in which there are neither chronicles nor charters 
nor architectural remains. One lacks the very basis for reconstruct- 
ing even the barest outlines of history.”4 

Whether the bulk of the Daco-Roman population held out in 
the mountains where the Rumanians preserved their racial identity, 
or whether they all withdrew with the legions would seem to be of 
only academic interest today. There was and is no convincing proof 
as to who did or did not accompany the retreat of the Roman 
legions; how many of them there were; or how many emigrated 
beyond the Carpathians. Yet even in the twentieth century this ob- 
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scure controversy has kept the tempers of Hungarian and Rumanian 
historians near the boiling point and provided a so-called “ideo- 
logical basis” for bitter territorial discord. 

The point is that Transylvania belonged for almost a millennium 
in one form or another to Hungary. The Hungarians who settled 
in the ninth century in the great Pannonain (or Danubian) plain 
soon moved into adjacent Transylvania, where they constituted the 
ruling class. The culture of the region has consequently been 
essentially Hungarian. But by the nineteenth century the Ruma- 
nians, mainly serfs and nationally oppressed, constituted the major- 
ity of the population, speaking what was essentially, albeit with 
many Slavic words, a Latin tongue. With the rise of nationalism and 
after the dismemberment of historic Hungary, which was accom- 
panied by the emergence of Great Rumania, the historic argu- 
ment about the first surviving owners of the soil, the debate over 
who—the Hungarians or the Rumanians—got to Transylvania first, 
became a live issue and a cause of internal strife. Even today it casts 
a shadow over Hungarian-Rumanian relations and has involved the 
only non-Slav nations in Eastern Europe—the nations that separate 
the Russians, Poles, Czechs, and Slovaks from the South Slavs—in an 
unsolved and probably insoluble national dispute. 

While the Albanians appear to be descendants of the ancient 
Illyrians and the Rumanians consider themselves the ancestors 
of the romanized Dacians, the historical lineage of the South Slavs 
is perhaps slightly less respectable but not controversial at all. They 
have inhabited their present homelands for an uninterrupted period 
of some thirteen centuries, having appeared in the sixth century. 
With the exception of the Albanians, the Latin character of the 
coastal city-states in Dalmatia, and the scattered pockets of Vlach 
Kinsmen of the Rumanians in northern Greece and Macedonia, the 
whole area gradually became Slav in character and language. 

Despite the racial and linguistic kinship, the South Slavs became 
divided by historical, cultural, and religious differences. The Slovenes 
in the eastern valleys of the Alps and the Croats of western Illyria 
came under Latin and Roman Catholic influence. The Slovenes, who 
from early times formed part of the Holy Roman Empire and never 
lived under Ottoman rule, speak a language that differs consider- 
ably from that spoken by the Croats and Serbs. They have been 
and still are by far the most advanced South Slav nation. The Croats 
have clung strongly to Roman Catholicism since the ninth century. 
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They enjoyed the status of an independent country (the extent of 
the early kingdom under Kresimir Peter and his successors has long 
been disputed between chauvinistic Croatian and Serbian _his- 
torians) for about two hundred years until 1102, when Croatia was 
united with (the Hungarians say conquered by) Hungary. This po- 
litical marriage lasted for over eight hundred years. 

The Dalmatian coast, its population becoming in time predom- 
inantly Croat, was the scene of no fewer than twenty-one wars 
between Venice and Hungary before the fifteenth century. Then it 
came for about 370 years under Venetian rule, during which it was 
constantly threatened by Turkish raids. The Renaissance and 
Baroque palaces and churches along the coast and on the islands, 
often still surrounded by walls or protected by forts adorned with 
magnificent doorways, graceful columns, and carved portals, are 
reminders of a Dalmatian civilization which was on a par with 
intellectual life in the West and far superior to that of the rest of the 
Balkans, After a short but politically significant Napoleonic occu- 
pation, the coast was allotted to Austria in 1814. Its unification 
with Croatia proper was prevented for political reasons until the 
birth of modern Yugoslavia on the ruins of the Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy. 

Two great Slav missionaries, Cyril and Methodius, and their dis- 
ciples in the ninth century not only developed a Slavic literary 
language and the Cyrillic alphabet, but also succeeded in converting 
the Serbs and the Bulgars to the Eastern Church of Greek Constan- 
tinople, subjecting both nations to the rich influence of Byzantine 
culture. After the open schism between Rome and Constantinople, 
the difference of faith cut the Balkans in two, separating the Croats 
and Slovenes (as well as the Hungarians and the northern Slavs) 
from the Serbs, Bulgarians, Rumanians, and Albanians (and also 
the Russians), The line separating the two branches of Christianity 
has remained a source of mistrust and hatred between the Croats 
and the Serbs. Though they speak essentially the same language, 
(known as Serbo-Croatian or, in Croatia, Croat-Serbian), the Serbs 
use the Cyrillic alphabet and the Croats the Latin. There are signifi- 
cant differences of vocabulary, construction, and dialect even in the 
regions inhabited mainly by Croats. And what may seem to the 
foreigner irrelevant linguistic niceties are suspiciously regarded by 
many Croats as a “creeping Serbianization” of the Croat literary 
language. One of Yugoslavia’s stormiest postwar political scandals 
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was sparked by an apparently linguistic argument in the spring of 
1967. 

There are two other nations in contemporary Yugoslavia with 
constituent republics of their own, yet their national character is 
still hotly disputed by some of their neighbors. The Montenegrins 
speak Serbian and are Orthodox in religion. Following the breakup of 
the medieval Serbian empire, the Montenegrins lived in an inde- 
pendent principality, ruled later as a theocratic state by prince- 
bishops. The tiny principality numbered only about 120,000 
inhabitants in the mid-nineteenth century, and even today as an en- 
larged republic its population does not exceed half a million. The 
Montenegrins, however, pride themselves on having never been sub- 
jected to any foreign power. Their mountain bastions—Montenegro 
means “Black Mountain’—remained outside the Turkish grip, for 
the invaders soon discovered that in the mountains “a small army is 
beaten; a large one dies of starvation.” The Montenegrins have had 
a different political past and different traditions from their kinsmen 
in Serbia, and many of them regard themselves as a separate na- 
tion. Officially at any rate they are recognized as such in Yugo- 
slavia. 

The Macedonians or Macedo-Slavs speak a variety of dialects, 
closely related to Bulgarian as well as to Serbo-Croatian. The so- 
called Macedonian literary language, which evolved after World 
War II, is now classified as a separate language in Yugoslavia. To 
speak about a Macedonian language, let alone nation, in Sofia the 
Bulgarian capital, however, is even today regarded as treacherous 
impudence and proof of total ignorance. In 1966 the talented 
poet and president of the Bulgarian Writers’ Association, Georgi 
Dzhagarov, during a seven-hour talk enlivened with innumerable 
glasses of the native plum brandy, tried to convince me that the 
Macedonian nation, among other things, is an invention. Himself 
partly of Macedonian origin, Dzhagarov quoted facts and figures, 
spoke with passion and eloquence about the most natural fact of 
life—that the Macedonians are none other than .. . Bulgarians. 
When, a few months later, he and his friends elaborated on the 
same theme in talks with a delegation of Macedonian writers from 
Yugoslavia and insisted on publishing a communique about future 
cooperation in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian because the Bulgarian 
and Macedonian languages are the same, the guests left in an up- 
roar. A violent controversy followed, one of the many periodical 
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flare-ups between Yugoslavia and Bulgaria over the past and present 
fate of Macedonia. 

The maze of national problems in the Balkans, like the Macedon- 
ian dispute in which no one can be right and no one wrong, are 
topical issues that force the observer to burrow far into the past to 
grasp their origins. One must go back to the medieval Bulgar em- 
pires, which still fire the imaginations of their descendants, and then 
to the medieval Serb rulers, whose memories, too, are kept alive by 
epic poems and mangnificent monasteries. 

Driving from the Black Sea port and resort of Varna through the 
fertile plains and uplands which slope gently from the Balkan Moun- 
tains toward the Danube, the traveler would hardly think it worth 
while to turn off the main road after Jess than sixty miles. What do 
place names such as Pliska or Preslav mean today? Little is known 
in the West of the Bulgarian people themselves, as one poignantly 
realizes when talking to the shabbily dressed caretaker among the 
desolate ruins of monumental fortifications and public buildings in 
Pliska, the first Bulgarian capital. Here stood in the seventh and 
eighth centuries what the Bulgarians claim to have been the largest 
basilica in Europe at that time. Some 300 feet long and go feet 
wide, it was built of finely hewn stone blocks at the center of the 
Outer City, which spread over an area almost 8 miles square. In 
the much smaller Inner City one sees the ruins of palaces and 
chapels complete with secret passages, a water supply system, a 
big cistern, and other relics indicating a surprisingly high level of 
culture. Today there is no money to continue the excavations begun 
at the end of the nineteenth century. Pliska and the second Bul- 
garian capital at near-by Preslav, with its even more impressive 
and better preserved citadel walls and the marble columns of the 
Golden Church, are off the “beaten track,” visited mainly by occa- 
sional groups of school children. 

Yet there amid the wheatfields and wooded hills were the centers 
of the first medieval Bulgarian empire, which has left a legacy of 
pride and frustration to modern Bulgarians. A Mongol tribe, the 
Bulgars overran the area in the seventh century and later adopted 
the language and customs of the Slavs whom they conquered. The 
fortunes of the young Bulgarian kingdom were ciosely associated 
with Byzantine political and cultural influence. For eleven cen- 
turies, until the Turks took Constantinople in 1453, Byzantium was 
the focus of worldly prestige and cultural tradition in the Balkans. 
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But as early as 811 the young Bulgarian state under Khan Krum 
was strong enough to defeat the army of the Byzantine Emperor 
Nicephorus I. One medieval fresco shows Krum and his warriors 
proudly drinking out of the hollowed skulls of the defeated nobles. 
Krum used the silver-lined skull of the Emperor himself. 

Under Simeon I (893-927), who assumed the title of tsar, the 
Bulgarian empire reached its height. A major power in the Balkans 
and a serious threat to Constantinople, it extended from the Black 
Sea in the east to the region of Belgrade in the west, from the 
slopes of the Carpathians in the north to Macedonia in the south- 
west. Large portions of Serbia, Albania, and the whole of Mace- 
donia were parts of the empire, which, as present-day Bulgar- 
ian history books proudly and with slight exaggeration state, was 
bounded by the Black, Aegean, and Adriatic seas. After Simeon’s 
death, Byzantine recovery and revolts broke up the empire, but to- 
ward the end of the tenth century, under Samuel, Bulgaria emerged 
again as a major power, with its center in Macedonia and its capital 
at Ohrid, the site of the first Bulgarian Patriarchate. The revival 
was short-lived, however, and soon the Byzantine empire again 
ruled most of Bulgaria and Macedonia. In the twelfth century, a re- 
volt headed by Vlachs and Bulgars exploited the growing weakness 
of Byzantium and led to the establishment of a second Bulgarian 
empire, which, notably under Ivan Assen II (1218-41), held sway 
over an area almost as large as Simeon’s, including large parts of 
Macedonia. Its capital, Tirnovo, high in the Balkan Mountains, re- 
mained, even after the eclipse of the empire, the picturesque for- 
tress capital of medieval ramp Bulgaria and was the site late in the 
igth century of the first Bulgarian constituent assembly, which ac- 
cepted the so-called Tirnovo Constitution. 

Bulgaria was replaced as the dominant power in the Balkans in 
the fourteenth century by the Serbs, who won a great, final victory at 
Kustendil over the combined armies of the Bulgarians and the Byz- 
antine empire. The great event in Serbian history was the emer- 
gence of the Nemanjid dynasty between the twelfth and fourteenth 
centuries, which led not only to the liberation of eastern Serbia but 
also to the establishment of a large medieval empire. Under Tsar 
Stephen Dushan (1331-55) medieval Serbia was able to occupy the 
whole of Macedonia, Albania, and beyond. The Serbian archbishop- 
ric, the basis of a national church, established in the early twelfth 
century, was raised in 1346 to the dignity of a patriarchate. In the 
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same year Dushan was crowned at Skopje (today the capital of the 
Macedonian republic) as “Emperor of the Serbs and Greeks,” a 
title soon changed to the even more impressive “Emperor and Auto- 
crat of the Serbs and Greeks, the Bulgarians and Albanians.” 

The empire fell to pieces after his death. His successors led by 
Prince Lazar were decisively beaten by the Turks at Kosovo in 
June 1389. The anniversary of the battle is still celebrated each 
year in Serbia on June 28, the feast day of St. Vitus or Vidovdan. 
The battle of the fatal “field of blackbirds” inspired the most fa- 
mous ballads in Serbian folk poetry and the memory of the disaster 
has a peculiar hold on the Serb people to this very day. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, for the West with its continuous 
national history to understand what an enormous impact the con- 
flicting “ancestral charters” of the Bulgarians and the Serbs have had 
on modern Balkan history. Unfortunately, the Nemanjids in the four- 
teenth century conquered for the Serbs much of the same land 
that Simeon and Samuel had ruled in the ninth and eleventh cen- 
turies for the Bulgarians. Nineteenth-century French statesmen 
did not refer to the legacy of Charlemagne, or British governments 
to the memories of Plantagenet England, as vital arguments in form- 
ing their policies, but resurrecting the heroic achievements of tsars 
and princes long dead became a political program for the Serbs and 
Bulgarians. For peoples whose national histories have been brutally 
interrupted, past glories are an inspiration in the struggle for na- 
tional revival and have provided tools for the nationalists to embroil 
Serbs, Bulgarians, and Greeks in a hopeless conflict over Macedonia. 

Because Macedonia, with a total area of less than 28,000 square 
miles, occupies the center of the Balkan Peninsula and controls the 
Vardar valley, the main route from Central Europe to Salonika and 
the Aegean, it was the most important area of European Turkey. 
Neither before nor after the 530-year Ottoman rule has it been a 
single administrative or political unit. Though Turkish, Bulgarian, 
Serb, and Greek statistics, which differ widely on the area’s popula- 
tion, are not to be taken seriously, they do reveal the bewildering 
confusion of races in Macedonia. Of the estimated two million popu- 
lation in 1910 about half were Slavs—claimed by both the Bulgars 
and the Serbs, Thus at the turn of the century, Bulgarian ethnogra- 
phers found 1.2 million Bulgarians and 700 (1) Serbs in the coveted 
area. The Serbs, on the other hand, produced two million Serbs and 
57,000 Bulgarians living on the same territory. All agreed that there 
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were large groups of Turks and Muslim Albanians, Greeks and 
Rumanian-speaking Vlachs, together with almost 100,000 Jews and 
an undefined number of gypsies. 

This medley of peoples, customs, and languages was coveted by 
rival claimants. With the decay of the Turkish empire, the Balkan 
peoples not only rose against their Turkish overlords, but also fought 
one another. It was primarily a three-cornered struggle between 
Bulgarians, Serbs, and Greeks, waged first by priests and teachers, 
later by armed bands of raiders (the notorious komitedjis), and 
finally by armies. Even the relatively remote Rumanians were in- 
volved in the contest; they set up schools for the Vlach groups as 
early as 1864 at Tirnovo and allotted them special subsidies. 
When a Rumanian statesman was asked what possible use a group 
of Rumanian-speaking Vlachs in the Pindus and Balkan Mountains 
might be to Rumania, he answered elusively, “They might be- 
come an element of compensation”; that is, a speculative invest- 
ment in any final Balkan settlement.® 

The international rivalry of the great powers—primarily Austria- 
Hungary and Russia—for control of the key Balkan areas complicated 
the Macedonian problem even further. After the emergence of the 
semi-independent Serbian and Rumanian principalities, the insur- 
rection in Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1875 followed a year later by an 
open Bulgarian revolt against their Turkish overlords threw the 
Balkans into turmoil. The brutal suppression of the revolt, known 
as the infamous “Bulgarian atrocities,” aroused horror throughout 
Europe, particularly in Britain. Gladstone’s Liberal party made a 
major political issue of the affair that prevented Disraeli from com- 
ing to the aid of Turkey when the Russians resorted to arms in 1877. 

Isolated Turkey was defeated by Russian armies supported by 
Rumania, Serbia, Montenegro, and Bulgarian rebels, and 1878 saw 
the birth of more or less independent Serbian, Rumanian, and 
Bulgarian states. The Treaty of San Stefano in March marked the 
peak of Russian influence in the Balkans. At the same time it con- 
stituted a fateful turning point in Bulgarian and Macedonian history. 
Out of the ashes arose “Great Bulgaria.” The Treaty provided for an 
autonomous Bulgarian state almost as far-flung as the empire of 
Simeon, embracing the whole of Macedonia. The prospect of a 
major Russian client-state greatly worried Britain and Austria, and 
under increasing pressure, Russia was forced to revise the settle- 
ment, Within three months, the Congress of Berlin in June 1878 
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punctured, it now seems forever, the dream of “Great Bulgaria.” The 
new Bulgarian state was reduced to a third of its territory as pro- 
jected at San Stefano. On the south it did succeed seven years 
later, in bloodlessly annexing Eastern Rumelia, allotted at Berlin as 
an autonomous province to the Turkish empire, although it was 
mainly inhabited by Bulgarians. But Macedonia and Thrace had 
been restored to Turkey. Except for brief periods, the cardinal aim 
of all Bulgarian governments up to the end of World War II was 
to regain the territories promised at San Stefano and lost barely 
three months later at Berlin. 

Ever since 1878, the Macedonian question has had a profound 
influence on Bulgarian internal politics and relations with her neigh- 
bors. VMRO, the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization 
set up before the close of the century, organized a series of spectac- 
ular bomb outrages and uprisings. It later split into two factions— 
one working for the annexation of Macedonia by Bulgaria, the other 
for autonomy within some kind of South Slav federation. In the end, 
the two short Balkan Wars in 1912-13 settled the fate of Macedonia. 
In the first, Bulgaria, Serbia, Montenegro, and Greece, decisively 
defeated the Turkish armies, and by the Treaty of London, Turkey 
ceded most of her European domain to the Balkan allies. But the 
victors could not agree on the division of the spoils, and within a 
month Bulgaria attacked Serbia; the commanding general believed 
he could cut through the Serbs and Greeks “like a knife through 
rotten cheese.”® Joined by Rumania, the three former allies soon 
defeated Bulgaria, who paid a great price in pride and prestige for 
small territorial gains. 

Macedonia was divided mainly between Greece and Serbia; Bul- 
garia was allotted a mere 10 per cent. Though this division still 
stands, the issue has remained highly controversial, involving 
innumerable Bulgarian governments, confusing the Communist In- 
ternational in Moscow, and splitting fellow Slavs and fellow Com- 
munists, The Serbs and Bulgarians have fought each other four 
times in the last seventy-five years over control of Macedonia. It is 
still an apple of discord between Sofia on the one hand and Belgrade 
and Skopje on the other, not in terms of open territorial controver- 
sies but rather in those of recurring disputes over the historical, 
political, and cultural aspects of the region. Ironically, Bulgaria, 
Serbia, and Greece, each of whom controlled parts of Macedonia 
after 1913, all abused the Macedonian people. The emergence of 
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postwar Yugoslavia changed the picture dramatically, but it was the 
creation of a Macedonian Republic within the Yugoslav Federation 
that set off the train of events leading to the blueprint of a Balkan 
Federation and culminating in Yugoslavia’s expulsion from the So- 
viet bloc. 

The central event of Balkan history was the Turkish invasion, 
which destroyed the medieval states in Serbia, Bosnia, Bulgaria, and 
Rumania. The final Turkish conquest of Bulgaria began in 1371, and 
after the battle of Kosovo in 1389 the neighboring Serbian and Bul- 
garian principalities succumbed one after another. The seizure of 
Tirnovo in 1393 sealed the fate of Bulgaria as an independent state 
until] 1878. Constantinople’s fall in 1453 was followed rapidly by the 
complete domination of Serbia. By the sixteenth century the entire 
Balkan Peninsula was under Ottoman rule, and the battle of Mohacs 
in 1526 marked the defeat of Hungary and the disappearance of the 
last independent state in the Danubian basin. 

Centuries of alien domination have left a profound imprint on 
Balkan social patterns, economy, cultural evolution, and codes of 
behavior. Under Turkish domination the entire area entered a pe- 
riod of decline—although not solely for the reasons usually associated 
with the patterns imposed by the Turks—from which it began to 
emerge only in the twentieth century. One of the most significant 
effects of the Turkish conquest was the destruction of the native 
landed aristocracy. In both Bulgaria and Serbia their extinction had 
a lasting influence on the rural structure, leading ultimately to the 
development of egalitarian peasant societies with deeply rooted 
social traditions and strong democratic tendencies. A sense of social 
justice and group loyalty coupled with fierce individualism has re- 
mained a characteristic feature of the Serbian and Bulgarian 
peasant. 

For several reasons, developments in Rumania and Bosnia took a 
different tack. The two Rumanian principalities—Wallachia and 
Moldavia—were deeply involved in the various three-sided conflicts 
between the Turks, the Habsburg monarchy, and the Poles, who 
were later replaced by the Russians. The decline of a free peasantry 
and the growth of serfdom were the products of a system that sub- 
jected the peasants to a double exploitation: by the Greek magnates, 
who acted as vassals of the sultan, and by the native boyars, who 
were completely subservient to them. 

As the Phanar, or Lighthouse, section of Istanbul, including the 
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seat of the Oecumenical Patriarch, was inhabited by Greeks, the 
Greek rulers and middlemen were called Phanariots by the Balkan 
people. It was Phanariot rule, during which, between 1711 and 
1821, twelve families provided seventy-seven rulers for the two prin- 
cipalities (in half the cases they were the same persons, merely 
swapping positions), that created an almost legendary flair for cor- 
ruption in Rumania. The Phanariot princes who doubled a new 
Turkish levy or raised it fourfold, pocketing the difference or sharing 
it with the boyars; who banned the import of a product and then 
organized the smuggling of the same article; who even deposed the 
Orthodox metropolitan only to appropriate his large revenues during 
an enforced and prolonged vacancy, were the ancestors of those 
modern Rumanians who, after independence, raised graft to a con- 
summate artistry. Between the two world wars literally everything 
in Rumania from contracts for public buildings to liquor permits 
was for sale. It is said that the police once jailed a foreign cor- 
respondent because he tried to change his money legally at the bank 
instead of resorting to the black market!? The traces of corruption 
are still evident, even in such petty forms as overcharging, which is 
carried out in Rumania more regularly and more brazenly than in 
any other Communist-ruled country in the whole of Eastern Europe. 

The majority of the Balkan Christians remained faithful to their 
religions, but 70 per cent of the Albanians and a sizable portion of 
the Bosnians converted to Islam. After the fall of Constantinople, 
tiny Albania held out for fifteen years, largely because of the heroic 
resistance organized by George Kastrioti, called Skanderbeg by 
Western historians. Though raised a Muslim at the sultan’s court, he 
returned to his native country at the head of an army, liberated it 
from alien occupation, and as an independent Prince in the moun- 
tain capital of Kruja repulsed repeated Turkish invasions during his 
lifetime. After his death in 1468, about 70 per cent of the Albanians 
became Muslim. Unlike their Slav neighbors, Muslim Albanians 
were treated as equals in the ruling class of the multinational Otto- 
man Empire and rose to high positions. Eleven of the forty-nine 
grand viziers between 1453 and 1623 were Albanians and one, 
Mehmet Ali, ruled Egypt in the early nineteenth century and 
founded a ruling dynasty that was deposed only in 1952 by the 
officers’ coup. 

Bosnia, inhabited by both Catholic Croats and Orthodox Serbs, 
has always been a highly sensitive spot in the complex of interracial 
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relations in Yugoslavia. The presence of the largest compact group 
of Muslim Slavs in the Balkans, accounting even today for well over 
one-third of the 3.6 million inhabitants of the republic of Bosnia- 
Herzegovina, has confused the picture all along and exerted an im- 
portant influence on the development of the region. The heretic 
creed of Bogomils spread in the twelfth century, not only in Bul- 
garia but also in Bosnia where, defying both Rome and Constanti- 
nople, it inflamed religious differences to the boiling point until the 
Turks conquered the land in the fifteenth century. The members of 
this heretic “Bosnian Church” found Turkish rule more to their lik- 
ing. Most of them adopted the Muslim faith and, although remaining 
Slavs in language and race, became “more Turkish than the Turks 
in outlook” and intolerable oppressors of their fellow Slavs whom 
they despised. 

Thus Bosnia presented the world with a unique case of a new 
nobility, Slav by race, speaking Serbo-Croat, yet Muslim by religion 
and, alone among the Slavs, partners and not subjects of the Turks. 
For centuries some 7,000 Muslim beys or agas lorded it over the 
Roman Catholic or Orthodox serfs, and even after Austria-Hungary 
occupied the land in 1878, the free peasant families were exclusively 
Muslim. Whereas serfdom was abolished in Serbia in 1817 and in 
Croatia in 1848, in Bosnia as late as 1914 one-third of the arable land 
was worked by some 100,000 serf families.® 

This curious religious triangle, accentuated by sharp social differ- 
ences and brought to a pitch by the rise of the Serbian state and the 
rivalry of the Great Powers, served as the igniting spark of a rapid 
succession of crises that rocked nineteenth-century Europe and 
culminated in World War I. The assassination of the Austrian Arch- 
duke Francis Ferdinand in June 1914, which unleashed the “Great 
War,” remade the map of Europe, and brought two million Ameri- 
can soldiers to the Continent, was the act of a Bosnian Serb in an 
obscure Bosnian town. During World War II Bosnia was the 
scene of some of the worst massacres and provided the essential 
launching pad for the triumphant sweep of Tito’s Communist Parti- 
sans, who alone among the warring nationalist factions advocated 
the concept of a united Yugoslavia with equality for all. Though 
Bosnia’s role in international affairs has luckily become nil, it still 
provides a floodmark for measuring the given levels of nationalistic 
passions. As before, the Roman Catholic Croats look toward Zagreb, 
the Orthodox Serbs toward Belgrade for protection, while the Mus- 
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lims, many of them, cherish memories of past glories when they were 
among the chosen Muslim rulers and oppressed the Christian peas- 
ants. They feel like a deposed elite, dominated or overwhelmed by 
those they formerly ruled. 

In spite of the setbacks in Bosnia and Albania, the Catholic and 
Orthodox churches in the Balkans provided a continuity of national 
traditions through the centuries of Turkish and Austrian bondage 
and successfully resisted the attempts of the Phanariots to impose 
the Greek language on the Serbian and Bulgarian churches. In Ru- 
mania, where Bulgaro-Slav rites were in force until the middle of 
the seventeenth century and where even in the nineteenth century 
liturgical books were printed in Slav characters, Greek influence 
was extremely strong. The first Rumanian books were printed in the 
seventeenth century. Yet, Rumanian literature, paradoxically, owes 
its survival to the fact that the clergy spoke even less Greek than 
Slav.2 The churches everywhere also survived as popular institu- 
tions with a legitimate historical lineage. The history books, gram- 
mars, and dictionaries produced by Catholic priests and Orthodox 
monks like Father Paisi in Bulgaria, Dosite} Obradovic in Serbia, or 
Valentin Vodnik in Slovenia served as clarion calls for a national 
awakening. The Orthodox priests in Transylvania, who in the 
seventeenth century recognized papal supremacy but were allowed 
to retain their liturgic order, to marry, and to keep their beards, 
organized the Rumanian Uniate Church, which was the spiritual 
leader of the resistance against Hungarian domination and a pioneer 
of Rumanian nationalism. When Rumanian seminarists in Rome 
realized that they were speaking a Latin language, when they saw 
that the conquered Dacians of the ancient past commemorated in 
the bas-reliefs on the famous column of Trajan were wearing fur 
hats similar to those still worn by Rumanian peasants, they acquired 
a sense of national identity, which subsequently spread in the Ru- 
manian lands of Wallachia and Moldavia. 

While the Orthodox Church has been primarily a national institu- 
tion and the preserver of national tradition, the Roman Catholic 
clergy has been a prime factor—although not always a positive one 
—in shaping the destiny of modern Croatia and Slovenia. It was the 
Croatian Bishop Strossmayer (1815-1903), perhaps the foremost 
creative figure of the nineteenth century in the Balkans, who 
founded the Yugoslav (South Slav) Academy of Science and Art, a 
national university, with schools and seminars, which made Zagreb 


THE LAND, THE PEOPLE, THE INTRUDERS 41 


one of the great centers of Slav culture and a bulwark against the 
repeated attempts to impose Hungarian cultural supremacy. Stross- 
mayer was also a strong advocate of the “Illyrian” ideal of the union 
of Croats, Serbs, and Slovenes, which was one of the basic factors 
leading to the birth of the Yugoslav state in 1918. 

After the Nazi conquest in 1941, when a separate “Kingdom of 
Croatia” was set up under an absentee Italian princeling and ruled 
by the Fascist terrorist group Ustashe (the word means rebels), the 
Zagreb Archbishop Stepinac, some of the bishops, and many of the 
Catholic clergy were dazzled by the prospect of converting hun- 
dreds of thousands of Orthodox Serbs. Stepinac welcomed “the 
splendid opportunity of furthering the Croat and the Holy Catholic 
cause in Bosnia,” which had been given to puppet Croatia although 
the Serbs outnumbered the Croats two to one. Despite their growing 
misgivings about Ustasha methods of “conversion” through whole- 
sale massacres and the threat of annihilation, the archbishop and the 
higher clergy failed to disassociate themselves with sufficient vigor 
from the terrorist regime. After the war, this was used by the Com- 
munists to launch a full-scale assault on the Church. 

Scores of admittedly extremely compromised priests were sum- 
marily shot and many imprisoned, including the archbishop himself 
who was sentenced to sixteen years. Though he was released in 
1951 and exiled to his native village, the regime refused to recog- 
nize him as archbishop, and when Pope Pius XII appointed him 
cardinal the following year, Tito broke off formal relations with the 
Holy See. After the death of the controversial cardinal in 1960, the 
liberalization of the political climate improved the position of the 
Catholic Church. After long, drawn-out negotiations the Vatican and 
the Belgrade government signed an important agreement in the 
summer of 1966, providing among other things for the re-establish- 
ment of diplomatic relations. 

The Catholic Church has triumphantly weathered the campaigns 
of vilification and abuse and the crippling blow of nationalization 
without compensation. Since 1963 it has been allowed to publish 
periodicals. The Croat ecclesiastical biweekly Glas Koncila, al- 
though it can be sold only in churches or chapels, has trebled its 
regular circulation to 150,000 and its pre-Christmas issues usually 
pass the 200,000 mark. The Catholic gazette in Slovenia sells over 
100,000 copies. In a country where parties were traditionally organ- 
ized along national and religous lines, and where over one-third of 
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the population (about 7,000,000) are Roman Catholics, the Catholic 
Church has remained, if not in a political then certainly in a spiritual 
sense, a power in its own right. 

No rewriting of history can erase the socially progressive, if 
politically conservative role played by the Catholic People’s Party 
in Slovenia in the interwar period. Deeply influenced by a Catholic 
political philosophy, it successfully pushed popular educational 
programs and the organization of voluntary sales and credit coop- 
eratives for the peasants. Its leader, Father Anton Korosec, secured 
virtual autonomy for his people within an authoritarian Great 
Serbian state by forging what might be called a Ljubljana-Belgrade 
axis. He was undoubtedly the ablest Slovene politician of this 
century. 

Yet despite the significant Croat and Slovene exceptions, the gen- 
eral religious and cultural pattern in the Balkans has been predom- 
inantly fashioned by strong Orthodox traditions. About 35,000,000 
of the 49,000,000 present inhabitants in the four Balkan countries 
(Yugoslavia, Albania, Rumania, and Bulgaria) are estimated to be 
Orthodox, while Roman Catholic and Uniate, Muslim and Protes- 
tant minorities account for the rest. The Jews, whose number before 
World War II was well over goo,oo0 (of whom 800,000 lived in 
Rumania alone), were decimated during the holocaust, and most of 
the survivors have emigrated to Israel; by the mid-sixties there were 
perhaps 110,000 or 120,000 left in the entire Balkan Peninsula. 

As the majority Orthodox population hated both the Turkish 
sultan and the Roman pope, the appearance of Russia as the cham- 
pion of the oppressed Orthodox subjects of the sultan posed a major 
challenge to Austrian interests and constituted perhaps the single 
most important external factor influencing the national awakening 
of the Balkan peoples. In addition to its purely religious aspects, 
the sense of Slavic kinship has been a powerful emotional factor in 
modern Bulgaria, and, in a more romantic than practical sense, in 
tiny, geographically distant Montenegro. 

The six Russian invasions of the Balkans in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries liberated Bulgaria and hastened the formal in- 
dependence of Serbia and Rumania. They also fatally weakened the 
attraction of the pan-Slavists, who had advocated the union of all 
Slav peoples under the undisputed leadership of the Great Russians. 
The defense of Orthodox interests served—as did, later, the cause of 
the international revolution for “the fatherland of the proletariat”— 
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as a vehicle for expansion. The behavior of the armies and the in- 
trigues of the agents of “Mother Russia” alienated even the grateful 
Bulgarians, who at one point in the 1880s had to accept two Russian 
generals ruling them as prime minister and minister of war.!° The 
Rumanians, as a Latin nation, could not even soothe their wounds 
with the balm of racial kinship. 

As a rule, the farther off a great power was, the more sympathetic 
toward it the Balkan peoples were. This has been true of Russia, 
Austria, and Germany. And it was undoubtedly France that pro- 
vided Balkan intellectuals with the greatest inspiration for national 
sentiments and modern political ideas. This has always been true 
particularly in Rumania, which to a great degree owed its unification 
and independence to Napoleon III. In 1848 the French consul in 
Bucharest reported to his superiors in Paris, “Whether she accepts 
or repudiates it, France has here on the banks of the Danube an 
inevitable clientele which attaches itself to her as the head of Latin 
nations.” 

The proverbial saying that the Rumanians feel themselves “a 
Latin island in a sea of Slavs” has become a shopworn platitude, 
repeatedly used as a lead in stories by newspapermen visiting Ru- 
mania for the first time. But, like every cliché, it contains an element 
of truth. Regardless of temporary alliances with Austria and later 
even with Nazi Germany, France has remained the pole of attraction 
for most modern Rumanians. France was the great, albeit ineffectual 
patron of the Little Entente of Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Czecho- 
slovakia after World War I formed to thwart the irredentist aspira- 
tions of a dismembered Hungary and to block the expansionist aims 
of Bulgaria, the great loser in all Balkan conflicts. Thus France was a 
natural choice for the Communist government when it began to re- 
establish contacts with the West as an important part of its endeav- 
ors to emancipate Rumania from Soviet domination. 

In Yugoslavia, which had unsolved territorial disputes with each 
of its neighbors, the memory of the brief French occupation of 
Dalmatia and the adjacent Croat and Slovene territories, which in 
1809 were merged into one unit called the “Illyrian Provinces,” 
played a considerable role in the emergence of the Yugoslav state. 
Quite apart from some lasting administrative and material improve- 
ments, the French occupation was the first experiment in uniting 
Croats, Serbs, and Slovenes in a common community. 

Although one still meets wizened peasants in the far-flung corners 
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of Rumania who cherish memories of the long-dead Austrian empire, 
which with the passage of time has come to seem almost a Golden 
Age of calm and prosperity, the influence of rump Austria and rump 
Hungary, in terms of power or spiritual impact, has been marginal 
in the Balkans since 1918. Britain’s role in the area has been con- 
sistently negative. Traditional British interests, including the protec- 
tion of communication lines to the Middle East and India, resulted 
in Britain’s unflinching support of the Ottoman Empire to combat 
the advance of Russia—a policy that ran counter to the national 
interests of the Balkan peoples in the entire period leading up to 
World War I. 

When Prime Minister Chamberlain in 1938 publicly wondered 
whether Britain should go to war because of the problems of Czech- 
oslovakia, “people of whom we know nothing,” he was truly speak- 
ing for the people of Britain. Yet the situation was, if possible, even 
more distressing in regard to the still farther away peoples of the 
Balkans, a medley of races represented by spokesmen with unpro- 
nounceable names. This ignorance about both the Balkans and 
Soviet aims there has been responsible for the suicidal initiatives un- 
dertaken by various British governments during the past fifty years. 
The realities of geography and military power may have made 
Soviet domination over Eastern Europe unavoidable in the long run. 
But the easy rape of these countries was in no small degree due to 
deliberate Western decisions, primarily to Churchill’s personal diplo- 
macy and his infamous deal with Stalin, settling the fate of the area 
in a few seconds in exchange for Western, mainly British, influence 
in Greece. 

Until the advent of the Cold War, American influence in the 
Balkan countries was negligible. A few schools and missionaries, in- 
cluding the unfortunate Miss Stone whose kidnaping and subsequent 
release for an exorbitant ransom in Macedonia made headlines in 
the press of 1901, were the means whereby some inhabitants of the 
Balkans learned of Western ideas and a civilized way of life. But 
when, after 1875, American wheat exports virtually eliminated the 
previous sales of the predominantly agricultural Balkan countries 
in Western markets, the United States dealt a crippling blow to 
Balkan economy. At the same time, however, hundreds of thousands 
of Croats and, to a lesser extent, Slovenes and Bulgarians began to 
emigrate to the distant land of promise. Whether they later returned 
and retired with their savings or became Americans, the early emi- 


THE LAND, THE PEOPLE, THE INTRUDERS 45 


grants and their children have provided an emotional link between 
two widely disparate worlds. 

But it was Germany that in the 1930s stepped into the power 
vacuum left by the Austrian empire. Nazi Germany became the best 
customer for the food surplus and raw materials of the Balkan states. 
With seemingly favorable trade pacts and large-scale investments, 
skillful propaganda and subtle subversion sweetened with bribes, 
the Third Reich exploited national rivalries and gained first an eco- 
nomic, then a political hold on the Balkans. 

There have always been many shades and differentiations among 
the Balkan countries in regard to the Germans. Quite apart from 
the German princely dynasties (the Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen in 
Rumania, the Coburgs in Bulgaria), German cultural influence and 
administrative efficiency always attracted large segments of the 
Bulgarian and Rumanian ruling classes. Bulgaria in 1941 made the 
same choice it made in 1915. It sided with Germany to regain 
the “lost territories” in Yugoslav Macedonia and on the Aegean. Viru- 
lent anti-semitism and hotly disputed territorial issues with Russia 
and Hungary provided the Nazis with an easy access to Rumania. As 
for Yugoslavia, regardless of their subsequent alienation, it is a his- 
torical fact, which no Communist juggling with Partisan offensives 
can erase, that most of the Croats and quite a few Slovenes in the 
spring of 1941 greeted the German troops as liberators from the 
Great Serbian yoke. Actually, even the Nazi conquerors were soon 
entangled in the maze of rival national claims and were subse- 
quently split into pro-Croat and pro-Serb, pro-Bulgarian and pro- 
Hungarian factions. An astute former Nazi diplomat and Hitler's 
principal trouble-shooter in the Balkans, H. Neubacher, regards the 
attack on Yugoslavia and even more the dismemberment of the state 
as the most fatal mistake committed by Nazi Germany. The carving- 
up of Yugoslavia, the satisfaction of the Bulgarian, Hungarian, and 
Italian nationalist claims, including the cession of Dalmatia to Italy, 

“squandered the capital of good-will in Croatia and Slovenia” and 
left everybody dissatisfied, while the Ustasha massacres of the Serbs 
in enlarged Croatia and the ruthless killing of hostages as a retalia- 
tory measure by the Germans provided for a steady stream of re- 
cruits to the Partisans of Marshal Tito.'* 
The Balkan states are the products of the accidents of Great 
Power diplomacy. None has ever known a period free from outside 
pressure sufficiently long to devote its main energy to catching up 
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with the modern world or to developing strong democratic tradi- 
tions. All were born on the ruins of multinational empires; all are 
permeated with the spirit of violent nationalism in various forms; 
and all have been subjected to long or short bouts of intervention in 
their domestic affairs. 

The two Balkan Wars, and later the two World Wars, destroyed 
much of the progress in economic and social development. The 
Turkish rule left an almost insuperable backwardness in the villages. 
By 1913 the length of railroad tracks per 1,000 inhabitants or per 
unit of surface was roughly three times smaller in the Balkans than 
in the West.!3 Despite great efforts, even as late as 1920, illiteracy 
stood at 54 per cent of the population in Bulgaria and so per cent 
in Yugoslavia, where though Slovenia had a mere 8.8 per cent, 
Serbia had 65 per cent and regions of Macedonia and Bosnia 80 per 
cent, A Rumanian census taken in 1930, reported nearly 40 per cent 
illiterate, 

Until recently all the countries were almost wholly dependent 
on agriculture, and virtually everything hinged on the year’s harvest. 
Industrialization and the development of capitalism was fastest in 
the regions belonging to the Austro-Hungarian monarchy and the 
Old Kingdom of Rumania, but considerably slower in Serbia and Bul- 
garia. In the first two decades of the twentieth century vast areas of 
Southern Bulgaria, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Montenegro, Macedonia, 
and Albania were just emerging from the Middle Ages. The small 
states, which immediately started to build up bureaucracies and 
armies, were soon faced with the problem of enormous foreign debts. 
Foreign investments were also decisive in industry and banking. 
About 83 per cent of the total capital invested in the Rumanian in- 
dustry, worth 127 million dollars in 1915, was of foreign origin." 

The emergence of immensely enlarged states after World War I 
confronted the rulers in Yugoslavia and Rumania with the tremen- 
dous problem of attempting to fuse vast regions at different stages 
of historical development into viable modern nations. No co- 
ordinated transportation linked the few developed centers and in- 
dustrialized regions to the distant backward provinces. Strong 
protectionist policies and nationalistic ideas of economic self-suffi- 
ciency depressed the levels even in the more developed areas, which 
had been geared to the large market of the monarchy and relied 
for credits on Vienna and Budapest banks. 

The Great Depression hit the weak, lopsided economic structures 
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of the new nations with a vengeance. Though industrial production 
rose in the interwar period, on the threshold of World War II, 80 
per cent of the working population in Rumania and Bulgaria and 
76 per cent in Yugoslavia were still engaged in agriculture, while 
industry only accounted for 8 to 10 per cent of the labor force. An 
accurate index of the retarded development was the fact that barely 
2 per cent of Balkan exports consisted of manufactures.1> National 
income per capita ranged from 100 to 130 dollars annually. A Ru- 
manian economist estimated just before the war that, on a given 
unit of land in the Balkans, four times as many people produced 
three times less wheat than in Denmark. As a result of backward 
farming methods and a rapidly growing population, large-scale, if 
disguised, rural unemployment became the key social problem. 

Thus nothing would be less fair than to paint an idyllic picture 
of prewar conditions simply because the Communist regimes have 
failed to solve some of the basic problems and even created new 
ones. The same can be said of the political systems and the ruling 
classes. Faced with a terrifying legacy of backwardness, prewar eco- 
nomic policies were consistently wrong and external politics both 
short-sighted and nationalistic, building up insurmountable barriers 
to mutually advantageous cooperation. 

The new states were created under the promising banner of na- 
tional self-determination, democracy, and agrarian reform. These 
dreams, however, were cruelly disappointed under the twin impact 
of misrule by inefficient and irresponsible ruling classes and such 
external factors as the economic crisis and the rise of Italian Fascism 
and German Nazism. Though the Balkan countries were predom- 
inantly peasant countries and most of the ruling elite the sons of 
peasants, they were never in any sense true peasant democracies 
before the Communist takeover. 

Bernard Shaw’s comedy Arms and the Man takes place in Bul- 
garia at the time of the brief war with Serbia in 1885. When a Swiss 
officer asks for the hand of her daughter, the mother loftily declares: 
“I doubt, sir, whether you quite realize either my daughter's posi- 
tion or that of Major Sergius Saranoff, whose place you propose to 
take. The Petkoffs and Saranoffs are known as the richest and most 
important families in the country. Our position is almost historical: 
we can go back for nearly twenty years.”*¢ 

This, indeed, was the position in the Balkan countries, which were 
subjected to the arbitrary rule of upstarts. But as Lewis Namier once 
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put it, “All Government is based on some form of oligarchy, and 
the moral and intellectual level of the men who compose it and the 
view they take of Government and their responsibility toward the 
governed matter far more than their social origins.”!” This diagnosis 
also holds for most of the Communists who have been running the 
affairs of the Balkan countries since World War II. 

A deep antagonism between the village and the city, which was 
inhabited mainly by bureaucrats, intellectuals, and the military, all 
of whom feel immensely superior to the class from which they came, 
has dominated Balkan politics. Molded by the age-old traditions of 
struggle against alien occupation and of hiding the harvest from 
invading armies, the semieducated or illiterate Balkan peasants have 
remained distrustful of government in general. The suspicion against 
the city as such frustrated the scattered and disorganized prewar 
attempts to teach them modem farming methods. Similarly, the 
small holders’ obstinate clinging to their scraps of land has bedeviled 
Communist attempts at total collectivization. 

Bitter social hatred and deep national divisions were accentuated 
by a false educational system, which preached nationalism as a state 
religion and produced a steadily growing surplus of graduates in 
the professions rather than badly needed industrial experts, farm 
engineers, and technicians. Concentrated in the few urban centers, 
faced with meager prospects of jobs in the civil service, industry, or 
the army, seething with discontent, the intelligentsia tended to split 
into extreme nationalist, later Fascist, or extreme left groupings. 

Elections were usually farcical, or, if not, the electoral law was 
conveniently changed to give the party in power a comfortable 
majority of seats regardless of the popular vote. The Balkan bour- 
geoisie consisted of the higher and middle echelons of the govern- 
ment bureaucracy, army officers, and a sort of urban upper middle 
class of well-to-do merchants, industrialists, business and profes- 
sional people. These accounted for an estimated 5 to 10 per cent of 
the population in Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. Rumania was ruled 
by what was undoubtedly the most corrupt and most cynical ruling 
class in the Balkans, retaining the main features of a social system 
originally shaped by Greek Phanariot rule. 

The peasant parties, once the bright hope of the future, suc- 
cumbed to corruption in Serbia and Rumania, exhausted their 
energies in a purely political and increasingly nationalistic struggle 
for national interests in Croatia, and were crushed by terror in Bul- 
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garia, The lack of a strong working class and, in Yugoslavia, the 
division along national lines excluded the possibility of the Social 
Democrats playing a major political role. And the Communist 
parties, after spectacular early electoral successes, assassinations, 
and bomb outrages, were banned from public life in Yugoslavia and 
Bulgaria. Even so, these two parties had some roots and influence, 
particularly among the intellectuals. The Communists in Rumania, 
on the other hand, thanks to the suicidal slogans advocating seces- 
sion of separate nationalities issued by the Comintern in Moscow, 
never had a chance up to the end of World War II.* 

In the late twenties and early thirties, the Balkan countries came 
one after the other under the dictatorial rule of hereditary mon- 
archs. In Albania, which though nominally independent since 1912 
received its final frontiers only in 1926, a young Muslim chieftain 
from the mountains, Zogu, seized power as President of the Re- 
public and in 1928 had himself crowned as King Zog I. King 
Alexander of Yugoslavia suspended the constitution and imposed 
a royal dictatorship in 1929 (he was assassinated in 1934 and suc- 
ceeded by Prince Paul as Regent), as did King Boris in Bulgaria in 
1935, and later King Carol in Rumania. Despite the excesses of 
the Iron Guards in Rumania and the Macedonian terrorists in 
Bulgaria, these were conventional autocracies and not Fascist re- 
gimes; the monarchs represented the interests of a small military 
and administrative caste and relied, if necessary, on the police as 
the chief implement of terror. The arbitrary role of both the various 
semiparliamentary regimes and the royal dictatorships was made 
more bearable by the curious Balkan mixture of inefficiency and 
corruption that even in our time helps individuals cope with the 
Communist administrations in their daily life. 

In view of the historical, political, and economic liabilities, it is 
perhaps small wonder that everywhere in the Balkans the experi- 
ment in democracy ended in dismal failure. The breathing spell to 
create a healthier, more resilient body politic was desperately short, 
and by the late thirties the Balkan states, one after another, grad- 
ually became client states of an expanding Nazi Germany. By the 
summer of 1941 the Axis powers had brutally and quickly dissolved 
the independent states of Yugoslavia and Albania and reduced the 
others to the position of vassals, mere cogs in their war machine. 


* The history of the Communist parties and some vital features of the inter- 
war period will be dealt with in later chapters. 
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Barely three years later, as so often in the past, the wartime 
strategy and diplomacy of the Great Powers determined the fate 
of these states above the heads of the people concerned. Actually, 
the Communist Partisans had won their political battle for power 
by the end of 1943 in Yugoslavia and by mid-1944 in Albania. But 
Soviet communism, like the Turkish empire and the Austrian 
monarchy before it, has failed to change significantly, let alone to 
erase, the enduring national patterns, historic facts, ethnic and cul- 
tural diversity of the Balkans, It is the irresistible reassertion of dis- 
tinctive national traditions and interests that marks the differences 
and similarities in the development and outlook of each of the four 
Communist-ruled Balkan countries. 


Ill 


YUGOSLAVIA 
Stormy Voyage into Uncharted Seas 


Today nationalism is at least question number two. If we 
don’t win the battle for The Reform, then it might become 
question number one. 


—Vladimir Bakaric 
(March 1966) 


“Aren’t you really afraid? Where will all this end? What will remain 
of socialism?” asked the Polish guest and nervously lit another cig- 
arette. His attractive hostess Miss Savka Dapcevic-Kucar smiled. 
“Tt is not so tragic after all,” she said, and proceeded to explain the 
great economic and political reforms that have thrown Yugoslavia 
into what seems to so many Communists of other nations an un- 
believable chaos. In the silence that followed, a good deal of her 
guest’s doubt and suspicion, or rather plain ignorance, must have 
remained. “Everything we do appears to most of the comrades from 
the socialist countries as a sheer puzzle,” the red-haired professor 
of economics, now the first woman Premier in Europe, told me 
when we met in early 1967 after her encounter with the Pole. 

His amazement was the natural product of the self-imposed isola- 
tion of many foreign Communists from the turbulent develop- 
ments of the last fifteen years or so in Yugoslavia. The able Yugoslav 
trade union leader, Dusan Bilandzic, had an even more humorous 
meeting with some distinguished French Communists. Visiting union 
headquarters in Belgrade just before the latest batch of drastic de- 
centralization measures were launched in July 1965, the guests, 
obviously still under the impact of the Stalinist propaganda about 
Yugoslavia’s “sell out” to the “imperialists,” were pleasantly sur- 
prised to hear that the federal state still controlled about a half of 
the nation’s investment resources. When their host told them, how- 
ever, that he himself was not at all happy but, on the contrary, very 
upset about this degree of centralization and deeply worried about 
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the slow dismantling of the concentration of power, the French be- 
came visibly disconcerted. “They must have left more confused than 
when they arrived,” Bilandzic said, smiling. 

These two episodes are characteristic of the bewilderment of 
the orthodox Leninist Communists (or those who pretend to be such) 
when they are confronted with numerous sets of strange Yugoslav 
institutions, which are constantly and sometimes tumultuously in 
flux. All this is utterly remote from anything in the Holy Script of 
Lenin, Jet alone in Marx. In fact, there are great built-in contra- 
dictions in the Yugoslav experiments, which fascinate and appall 
observers of every school. If one adds to the internal ferment the 
well-known fact that Yugoslav foreign policy, too, constantly moves 
forward, backward, and upside down, it is no wonder that this 
maverick of the Communist world has bewildered the men in the 
Kremlin as much as the policy-makers in the West. 

Yugoslavia seems to be all things to all men. The Chinese regard 
it as a “thoroughly rotten capitalist outpost of American imperialism” 
and a living example of the future of a degenerated Soviet Union 
ruled by a “treacherous revisionist clique.” The Russians and their 
allies welcome Belgrade’s consistently pro-Soviet stance on major 
international issues, but are secretly worried about the possible snow- 
balling effects of Yugoslavia’s political and economic reforms, as 
Brezhnev’s lightning visit in the autumn of 1966 to get an on-the- 
spot impression of the repercussions of Rankovic’s fall and of the pro- 
jected revamping of the party vividly illustrates. Finally, quite a 
few influential American congressmen cannot forgive Yugoslavia 
for not “going capitalist”; worse still, they consider that it has re- 
turned, fully repentant, to the Soviet camp. Therefore the enforce- 
ment of a ban on the sale of surplus farm products, or even on dollar 
credits to Yugoslavia amounts in their eyes to a hard blow at “world 
Communism.” 

There are plenty of arguments to support such assumptions. 
What self-respecting Communist country would admit the unpalat- 
able truth of widespread unemployment—which is by definition 
impossible, under a socialist system—or allow 300,000 of its experts 
and workers to seek employment abroad and even organize their 
temporary migration? With public ownership of the means of pro- 
duction, banks, commerce, etc., workers should not strike against 
themselves; but this allegedly socialist country reports some two 
hundred work stoppages per annum and debates them hotly 
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in public. Can a Communist government ever find itself outvoted in 
parliament and even resign if it fails to get a vote of confidence? 
In a Communist state, can peasants not only own their land but 
privately import and operate tractors; can individuals run trucking 
businesses, restaurants, and motels? Can a Communist country ever 
contemplate allowing foreign investments of risk capital and setting 
up partnership projects? Can a ruling Communist party admit that 
it has turned into a brake on social development instead of re- 
maining the infallible vanguard and motor of advance toward full 
communism? Whatever the answers, all this has already happened 
or is happening in Yugoslavia. 

Before hurrying to agree with the Chinese assessment, one should, 
however, glance at the debit—to the Communists, of course, credit 
—side of the accounts. Yugoslavia is still, and is likely to remain 
for quite some time, a single-party system. The ministers and the 
bankers, the administrators and the deputies in parliament, the 
leadership of the unions and the other organizations are predomi- 
nantly Communist. For all the open controversies on many public 
issues, there is no open contest between different political forces 
with free debate on major issues. The clashes among group interests 
are not allowed to go beyond the limits set by the Communist 
leaders. Thus criticism and debate cannot be tolerated once it 
becomes “anti-socialist,” that is, advocates, for instance, the setting- 
up of an opposition group that also subscribes in broad terms to 
socialism but with significant differences in approach or methods. 
The key question as to just what is “constructive” or “destructive” 
criticism is still decided by a consensus among the leaders. The 
fate of Milovan Djilas, Mihajlo Mihajlov, and a host of lesser-known 
cases involving the censoring or suppression of various periodi- 
cals, is highly instructive. There may be several candidates on the 
ballot, but nominations are tightly controlled by open or disguised 
commissions of the ruling party. Major foreign policy decisions are 
not discussed publicly, let alone questioned, once a decision has 
been made. In short, Yugoslavia appears to be after all a fully 
fledged Communist dictatorship. 

Whose reasoning, then, is correct? The arguments of the fero- 
ciously revolutionary Chinese leaders or those of the deeply disap- 
pointed American congressmen? The paradox is that both are, in 
some respects, right; yet at the same time both assumptions can be 
challenged. The controversial issue of the future direction of the 
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system is indeed at the heart of the great debate that has been 
going on around and within Yugoslavia. Aside from conventional 
labels and ideological phraseology, the seeming chaos is in fact the 
very real evolving attempt of the largest Balkan country to relate 
outward and to adapt its own brand of communism to the modern 
world. 

Despite their outward diversity, all Communist regimes are still 
based on “four fundamental deceptions achieved by four arbitrary 
acts of redefinition.”! A tightly knit general staff, the supreme 
leaders, is equated with the party machine (Central Com- 
mittee, Politburo, Presidium, Secretariat, etc.). This, in turn, runs 
the party, which purports to rule on behalf of the proletariat, which 
is equated with the people at large. This system of one party and 
one leadership based on one doctrinal truth that can be interpreted 
at any given moment and in every conceivable situation only by 
the general staff of dedicated high priests, fits almost perfectly 
what may be called an essentially Stalinist economic model: total 
centralized planning with enterprises and factories geared to clear 
targets, obligatorily prescribed by one administrative center and its 
branches. 

In Yugoslavia, however, for reasons that will be spelled out below, 
there has always been a crucial, albeit often hidden, contradic- 
tion between the single-party political dictatorship and the economic 
and administrative system created by this dictatorship. The more 
economic and administrative decentralization a regime allows, the 
more necessary it will become to assure political centralization in 
order to halt the erosion of the party’s power to control the economy. 
The tightening of the reins to counter the trends toward disorgani- 
zation and anarchy, however, nips in the bud any meaningful at- 
tempt at economic and social pluralism. Every major innovation 
involves major political risks, ultimately posing a threat to the very 
principles upon which a bureaucratic Communist dictatorship is 
built. The truth of this has time and again become apparent, even 
in the timid experiments of two steps forward, one step back 
launched by Khrushchev, his successors, and their East European 
friends. 

The point, however, is that in Yugoslavia the devices of workers’ 
councils and communes, the prime movers of self-management and 
decentralization, are not mere window dressing but in name and to 
a growing extent in fact the basis of the system. But, to paraphrase 
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Lenin’s words, they are reproducing “hourly, daily, and on a mass 
scale” forces that sap the very foundations of the political dictator- 
ship. Herein lies the crucial difference between Yugoslavia and the 
other Communist-ruled countries. In the other countries the “chaos” 
lurking behind any serious attempt to transfuse the economy and 
politics with new blood is recognized, and for the time being and 
with great difficulty the lid is held down. In Yugoslavia, the “chaos” 
is life itself, and more and more of its elements, which have, of 
course, always been there, are emerging. 

The moment of reckoning has come more than once during the 
past fifteen years when the experiment in grass-roots democracy 
and local government began to succeed too well and to get away 
from its creators. The crux of the crisis is that, once having set in 
motion the liberalization process, the party can no longer hold it 
down to the slow speed originally prescribed. The dynamics of 
society are running well ahead of the party’s capacity to diffuse 
the power of economic decision-making and to dispense freedom 
in general without sooner or later committing institutional suicide. 

Caught in a very cold wind of economic obsolescence and a 
crisis of political nerve, Yugoslavia is faced with three major and 
intertwined sets of problems (not to mention a host of lesser matters 
of concern): those it has in common with single-party dictator- 
ships of the Soviet model where the monopoly of power is based on 
international utopian Communist goals combined with the need for 
periodic ideological mobilization; those that many industrial so- 
cieties face, such as local versus centralized government, social jus- 
tice versus economic efficiency, or inflation versus stability; and 
finally the dilemmas that are peculiarly its own, created by the 
forces of history, factors of geography, and accidents of nature. 

This country, the size of the state of Wyoming, with a population 
of 20 million, is composed of six republics, five nations, and a dozen- 
odd nationalities with three religions and two alphabets. Its regions 
are widely disparate—some already over the threshold of develop- 
ment, others still with one foot, at best in the last century, at worst 
in the Middle Ages. When such a country seeks to become a “de- 
veloped socialist state” beyond its present average national income 
of $500 per person annually, the few constants in the develop- 
ment must necessarily be embedded in a shifting pattern of con- 
tradictory tactical moves quite unrelated to ideological labels and 
propaganda slogans but increasingly shaped and jostled by psycho- 
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logical tensions stemming from deep-seated national and _ tribal 
differences. 


“The 41 Club” 


“I was not an old fighter. Nor was I barefoot. What will happen 
with us?” This is the recurring line sung by a young man with a 
guitar every evening in Jazavac (The Hamster), a restaurant with 
a floor show, furnished in a deliberately old style on the main shop- 
ping street of Zagreb, the capital of Croatia. He finishes the song 
with grim defiance: “I was born in 1941!” 

The year 1941 marks a watershed in Yugoslav history. It was the 
beginning of a drama that “even a librettist for Verdi would have 
considered complex.”? By 1941 the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, barely 
two decades old, was falling apart in the desolation of shattered 
loyalties after having failed to solve the national question com- 
pared to which other burning domestic issues paled to insignificance. 
Yugoslavism, the idea of the union of South Slavs, who never before 
1918 had been united into one state, had become thoroughly dis- 
credited and little more than a fig leaf for unbridled Serbian 
political hegemony. Aside from the treatment of the smaller na- 
tions and nationalities such as the Macedonians, Montenegrins, Al- 
banians, ete. as second-class citizens, the central problem was 
whether the Croats should be suppressed or conciliated. The only 
serious attempt at a working solution was undertaken too late and 
too timidly in August 1939 under the impact of the critical inter- 
national situation. The compromise, the famous Sporazum (The 
Agreement—its significance is still a highly controversial issue di- 
viding Yugoslav historians) concluded between the Croat peasant 
leader Ivan Macek and the then Yugoslav Prime Minister Dragisa 
Cvetkovic was a limited solution which left the nationalist Croats 
dissatisfied and the ruling Serbs, or the majority of them, embittered. 

Precariously poised on the edge of the abyss of self-destruction, 
the Yugoslav government, under growing economic and political 
pressure, succumbed to threats and on March 25, 1941, Cvetkovic 
and his foreign minister on instructions from Prince Paul, the prince 
regent, and the Cabinet, signed the Tripartite Pact of Germany, 
Italy, and Japan in the baroque Belvedere Palace in Vienna. The 
pact of the Axis powers forged in the preceding year had by then 
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actually been joined by three neighbors of Yugoslavia—Hungary, 
Rumania, and Bulgaria. Whatever motives (military unprepared- 
ness, keeping Yugoslavia out of the war, or maintaining the royal 
dictatorship) may have inspired Prince Paul and his advisers,® they 
had reckoned without the people of Serbia. 

Within forty-eight hours patriotic officers, headed by Air Force 
General Simovic overthrew the government and the regency and 
brought young King Peter to the throne. 

The coup was overwhelmingly supported by public opinion in 
Serbia where there had been a violent reaction to what the generals 
and students, opposition politicians and the Orthodox Church 
had regarded as an act of dishonor. Thousands of demonstrators 
appeared spontaneously on the streets of the capital shouting im- 
provised slogans: Bolje rat nego pakt—Bolje grob nego rob! (Better 
war than the pact-Better death than slavery! ). The lightning coup 
evoked a reverberating echo around the world. It was greeted with 
a particular ovation in Britain, then facing practically alone a tre- 
mendously powerful Nazi Germany that had already overrun West- 
ern Europe. Yugoslavia had found its soul, Churchill proclaimed. 

It was, however, only Serbia and not Yugoslavia that had found its 
soul,* Serbia, the nation that staged the first successful Balkan 
insurrection against the Turks in 1804 and whose coat of arms 
proudly states, “Only solidarity saves the Serb.” Although he had 
not originally planned to attack Yugoslavia and was already fully 
occupied with the “grand design” of invading Russia, ten days after 
the Belgrade coup an enraged Hitler struck. In the early moming 
hours of April 6, a Sunday, wave after wave of German bombers 
blasted the unprotected capital. Large sections of Belgrade were 
destroyed and an estimated twenty thousand persons killed. The 
militarily unprepared country with poor communications and vir- 
tually indefensible principal cities was attacked from all sides. The 
massive thrusts of the German army smashed the main defenses 
while the Italians, Bulgarians, and Hungarians dealt parallel blows, 
completing the swift military defeat. Yugoslavia, eleven days after 
the invasion had begun, was forced to capitulate. 

The discordant elements of Yugoslavia were torn asunder. Few 
of the non-Serbian inhabitants could feel devotion for a Serbian 
dictatorship, and many were only too willing to destroy it. Military 
collapse was inevitable. But insult was added to injury by the 
behavior of the Croat units, which in many cases abandoned their 
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positions without a single shot fired, surrendered, or simply went 
home. An entire brigade, including the commanding officer and 
staff, gave themselves up to a German bicycle company. In the 
drive on Zagreb the Germans took fifteen thousand prisoners, in- 
cluding twenty-two generals, within a couple of hours.5 The sad 
truth was that by the fateful spring of 1941, after having been 
lorded over by the Serbs for two decades, most of the Croats had 
come to hate the Serb rulers even more than the alien occupiers. 

The tangled Croat question either in wartime or now in the sixties 
can not be understood without a minimal knowledge of the two 
main, almost historical trends in Croat politics. One, the Yugoslav 
idea or union of the South Slavs, goes back to the 1830s, the time 
of the great “Illyrian movement” of national awakening inspired by 
the short Napoleonic interlude, triumphed in 1918, and was subse- 
quently reaffirmed by the Communist Partisans in 1941. The 
Illyrian ideals have always been more popular in Dalmatia than in 
Croatia-Slavonia proper and strongly influenced by the Serb minor- 
ity living in Croatia. But the Yugoslav idea has never been without 
challenge. 

The other principal thread that one can trace clearly from the 
mid-nineteenth century to today is what may be called “pure” Croat 
nationalism. Its first advocates formed the Ante Starcevic party 
during the time of the monarchy, and were followed in the interwar 
period by the nationalist wing of the Croat Peasants’ party and the 
supporters of the extreme Croat politician Frank, who were called 
“Frankovei.” After the proclamation of the royal dictatorship in 
1929, the extreme Croat nationalists went underground and founded 
the Ustashe. Their leader, whom they called Poglavnik, was Dr. 
Ante Pavelic, a lawyer and former member of parliament. He found 
asylum in Italy and received funds for terrorist actions from the 
Fascist regime. Training centers for Ustasha agents were set up in 
Italy and in Hungary, which was seething with the desire to re- 
capture Vojvodina, the southern part of its historic state. One of 
their many acts of terrorism was the assassination of King Alexander 
and the French Foreign Minister Barthou in October 1934 at 
Marseille when the Yugoslav monarch was on a state visit to France. 

When the victors divided the spoils in 1941, Pavelic was the 
natural choice for ruler of the independent “Kingdom of Croatia,” 
the largest chunk of dismembered Yugoslavia. In fact, two days 
before the formal capitulation of the Yugoslav high command, the 
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Ustasha leader made his triumphal entry into Zagreb. Despite 
the Fascist trappings and the subsequent terror unleashed by the 
Pavelic regime, it cannot be dismissed as a pure invention of 
the Italian occupiers without any indigenous roots. 

In a certain sense, the Ustasha regime might be regarded as the 
culmination of the pure Croat nationalist trends, albeit in a bizarre 
form, as heightened by the revived Roman Catholic-Orthodox dif- 
ferences which had been temporarily submerged in other issues 
after 1918. Even before the creation of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia 
there had been a school of thought in favor of converting the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy into a Trialist state with Croatia, en- 
larged by Dalmatia, parts of Slovenia, and the Vojvodina, consti- 
tuting a third, the South Slav state under the Habsburg crown. The 
nationalists of the interwar period dreamed about the resurrection 
of the “historic state,” “Greater Croatia,” which would incorporate 
Croatia proper, Dalmatia, and the greater part of Bosnia-Herze- 
govina. Whenever today Belgrade strikes at the roots of Croat 
national identity and dignity, it willy-nilly opens the floodgates of 
Croat nationalism. The bitter fruits poisoning the life of an entire 
generation of Croats and Serbs were reaped between 1941 and 1944. 
The vicious circle of onslaughts on Croat autonomy in the disguise 
of Yugoslavism provoked in tum excessive Croat nationalism, which 
was brought out in the open again in the early sixties. The ill-fated 
attempt of a Serb Communist faction, headed by Rankovic, the 
“strong man” of the regime, to force Yugoslavism as a smokescreen 
for Serbian hegemony plunged the country once more into a na- 
tional dispute that has had a profound impact on subsequent 
developments. 

These two main currents in Croat politics have always flowed 
against each other, and their mingling is often a more important 
part of what is really going on in the country today than the propa- 
ganda slogans fed to the party faithful or to the unthinking abroad. 
Before and during the dismemberment of Yugoslavia by the Axis 
powers and their jackals, “pure” nationalism gained the upper hand 
among the majority of Croats, regardless of their political creed. But 
the Ustasha regime of Pavelic was not a free agent. It was an 
Italian puppet. This, however, did not unduly disturb those Croats 
who were prepared to accept “independence” even from the hands 
of Mussolini and Hitler. 

But the fact that the Croats had to hand over the Dalmatian 
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coast to Italy as the price of a semblance of independence soon 
chilled the first flush of genuine enthusiasm. Even the compen- 
sation offered in the form of the whole of Bosnia-Herzegovina with 
its Serb and Muslim majorities failed to soothe ruffled tempers. With 
the surrender of Dalmatia, Pavelic lost his claim, if he ever had 
one, to being a national leader. When the Ustashe began to slaugh- 
ter the Serbs, who had initially amounted to one-third of the popu- 
lation of the new state, they not only forced them to take to the 
hills to save their lives but gradually alienated large segments of 
the Croat population. Hitler’s chief representative in the Balkans 
estimates that the Ustasha terrorists massacred some three-quarters 
of a million defenseless people, mainly Serbs but also almost twenty- 
five thousand Jews and other “alien elements.”* Thus in retrospect 
the Ustasha regime constituted a valuable tactical support for the 
Axis powers, yet carried within it the seeds of strategic disaster. 

The rest of Yugoslavia was also quickly partitioned among the 
victors. Slovenia was portioned out between Germany and Italy, 
Montenegro went to Italy, the heart of Vojvodina to Hungary, 
Macedonia to Bulgaria, while the region of Kosovo—a decision wel- 
comed by the largely Albanian population—was allotted to the 
nominally independent Albania under Italian military control. Serbia 
itself, more distrusted and hated than ever by Hitler with his “anti- 
Serb complex”™ was reduced to a rump protectorate, smaller than 
even the old state before the Balkan Wars. Within a span of two 
weeks, on paper at least, Yugoslavia ceased to exist. 

But before the summer was out a national insurrection, kindled 
partly by news of the German attack on Soviet Russia, almost swept 
the Germans out of Serbia and the Italians out of Montenegro. What 
started as a national rising, a war of liberation against the invaders 
soon became insolubly linked with and superseded by a social 
revolution against the old order. This social war was in turn con- 
nected with the evolving civil war between the Croats and Serbs 
that arose from Ustasha excesses and was further complicated by 
periodic clashes between other national and religious groups. Thus 
at least three simultaneous wars were in progress. 

Due to the peculiarities of geography and the shifting patterns of 
a fluid situation, there was also another special kind of war: the 
mountains against the plains, the countryside against the enemy- 
held towns. The ultimate triumph of the Partisans was essentially 
the victory of the mountaineers: people from the barren limestone 
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regions of the Dinaric Alps, stretching for 350 miles and accounting 
for one-fourth of Yugoslavia’s territory. The mountain peasants came 
down and took over the cities, and it is they who today constitute 
the bulk of the exclusive “41 club,” the hard core of old fighters who 
have become the real rulers of the new Yugoslavia. It is they who 
are resented or derided today by the new generations and the 
urban classes as the main block to real progress. 

How was it possible for a small band of Communists, an insignifi- 
cant cog in a world-wide revolutionary organization that lacked 
popular support in the country, to put itself at the head of a national 
resistance movement, to survive great ordeals, to outflank and 
destroy its non-Communist rivals, who had been in the field first? 
How was it possible for these men finally to seize power in the name 
of socialism and the proletariat in a backward Balkan country with 
a working class that amounted to less than 2 per cent of the popula- 
tion and remained largely passive throughout the national liberation 
struggle and the civil war? 

Aside from a variety of significant external factors, the key to the 
domestic victory of Marshal Tito and his Partisans lay in their ap- 
proach to the national question. In the bloodshed of enemy occu- 
pation and tribal rivalry, the Communists were the only force that 
raised the banner of a united Yugoslavia. Their rallying slogan— 
“Brotherhood and Unity!”—urged Serbs, Croats, and Muslims to 
submerge their ancestral quarrels in a common struggle against the 
occupying powers and their domestic allies, whether Serb Chetniks 
or Croat Ustashe. 

This should not, however, lead us to believe that the masses 
immediately rallied to the banner of the Yugoslav idea, as the 
official accounts suggest. The truth was more complicated, com- 
posed of many different elements. But the parts themselves were 
relatively simple or at any rate comprehensible. 

Serbia, the heart and soul of the initial resistance to the occupa- 
tion, had become quiet by November of 1941. As a matter of fact, 
until mid-1944, the Germans “enjoyed greater security in Serbia 
than anywhere else in the country.”® 

This sudden and drastic change was not due entirely to the fact 
that the Germans had rushed reinforcements into the Morava 
Valley and crushed the uprising. The German counterattack was 
greatly facilitated by the deep cleavage that developed between 
the Communist Partisans and the followers of Draza Mihajlovic, a 
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general staff colonel, who had in May 194: issued a stirring appeal 
for continued resistance. His followers, wearing long hair, flowing 
beards, and armed to the teeth, were generally called Chetniks (or 
armed bands) and had a long tradition of fighting for Serbian in- 
dependence during the Turkish occupation. Actually, the official 
head organization of the Chetniks, which was thoroughly discredited 
during the interwar period and linked with the Germans and their 
Serbian puppet administration under General Nedic, was dis- 
tinctly different from Mihajlovic’s guerrilla forces, which neverthe- 
less came to be referred to both in Yugoslavia and abroad as 
Chetniks. 

While the Communists insisted on all-out action regardless of the 
enemy’s reprisals against the civil population, this Serb royalist 
who “distrusted the Croats and detested the Communists” wanted 
to preserve his forces to strike only when the wheels of fortune 
turned in the world war, and then to rebuild the old rightful order, 
the monarchy. Though his arguments were in many respects per- 
tinent to the situation, his passive tactics proved in the end fatal 
for his position. As one of the few acute observers among the 
British liaison officers in Yugoslavia aptly put it, “a resistance leader 
cannot retain leadership unless he actively resists.”® 

Two meetings between such disparate leaders as Mihajlovic, the 
high staff officer who looked solely to the West, and Josip Broz Tito, 
the dedicated professional revolutionary, failed to produce any 
tangible results. By the first of November Tito’s Partisans and 
Mihajlovic’s Chetniks were fighting each other instead of launching 
common actions against the Germans. The fateful battle at Kraljevo 
split the resistance movement from top to bottom. From then on the 
Partisans became the enemy number one for the Chetniks, and 
vice versa. Were it not for the countless victims, one could say that 
the open feud later led to operetta-like situations. The Chetniks, 
led by Mihajlovic, who was subsequently promoted to general and 
minister of war in the royal government-in-exile and to whose head- 
quarters British liaison officers had been assigned, were fighting 
alone, or often together with German and Italian units, against 
Tito’s Partisans, to whose headquarters British observers were also 
attached. 

Under the pressure of the two-front battle against the Germans 
and the Chetniks, the Partisans were soon forced to evacuate their 
first stronghold in Serbia. The indiscriminate, brutal German repris- 
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als against the civil population, above all the terrible massacre of 
five thousand inhabitants of the town of Kragujevac, including hun- 
dreds of schoolchildren, turned the popular mood in the area 
against the Partisans whose actions had provoked the merciless 
retribution. Afterward Mihajlovic’s Chetniks concluded a “gentle- 
man’s agreement” with the puppet administration and its motley 
supporters, as well as with the Germans retaining control over the 
Serbian countryside. This tacit cooperation was successful, not 
least because the population itself, apart from a few scattered 
guerrilla bands, clearly opted for passivity and even collaboration 
rather than for all-out resistance. 

With Croatia in the firm grip of the Ustashe, at any rate until 
1943, and Serbia controlled by the Chetniks, the Partisans were 
forced to retreat into the wild mountainous regions of East Bosnia 
and Montenegro. It is often overlooked that the bulk of the opera- 
tions, the greatest battles, took place in the barren zone of the 
Dinaric Alps, among the bleak hills of Montenegro and most of the 
time in the wildest forests of Bosnia. This had a twofold effect. 

The war in the mountains was fought by mountaineers and 
peasants. While the Communists may justly claim to have engi- 
neered the second victorious “proletarian revolution” in history, it 
was a “proletarian revolution” carried out, except for the leading 
cadres, mainly by backward peasants. Thus it happened that moun- 
tain warriors from Montenegro, “men of the woods” from the sterile 
Karst zone, and peasants from the regions of Kordun, Lika, etc., in 
Croatia constituted the bulk of the “new class” that took control of 
the administration and the economy after the war. For all their 
merits as guerrilla fighters, the effects of their rule as chief 
decision-makers will long plague the country. 

By going to the mountains, the Communists operated chiefly in 
areas either traditionally prone to the Yugoslav idea or through 
special circumstances slanted in that direction. Up to the end of 
1942 the Partisan units consisted mainly of the Serb population of 
Bosnia and Croatia, which had taken to the forests. As Bosnia- 
Herzegovina had been assigned to the Pavelic regime, most of the 
decisive operations took place ironically in the very heart of the 
puppet Kingdom of Croatia. By 1943, however, the all-Yugoslav 
character of the Partisans’ officer corps was reflected in the ethnic 
composition of the forces. The Croats of Dalmatia, the one-time 
cradle of the “Illyrian movement,” formed no less than five divisions. 
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They were impelled to join the Partisans by the twin pressure of 
Italian occupation and the atrocities committed by the local Chet- 
niks, who, collaborating with the occupying forces, repaid in kind 
the massacres of their kinsmen in Bosnia. There were also a fair 
number of Slovenes, Bosnian Muslims, and Croats from Croatia 
proper. According to one rough estimate, by the end of 1943, Croats, 
Slovenes, Muslims, and other non-Serb nationalities accounted for 
two-fifths of the Partisan forces.1® 

In short, the Partisans were the carriers of a Communist national- 
ism of Yugoslav character against both Great Serbian nationalism 
and Croat separatist nationalism, represented respectively and in 
excessive forms by the Chetniks and the Ustashe. It is important to 
remember, however, that neither the Chetniks nor the Ustashe 
operated in a vacuum and they reflected, however repulsively, old 
national aspirations. The bulk of the Serbs in Serbia and the Croats 
of Croatia proper were, until the very last stage in 1944 when Com- 
munist supremacy became inescapable, more or less spectators on 
the fringe of the great battle. Thus Yugoslav nationalism, reborn 
with the assistance of the midwife of Communist ideology,!! tri- 
umphed because of special circumstances in specific territories 
from which the Communists later conquered the core of the coun- 
try—Serbia and Croatia. 


The road to power 


The policing instrument that restrained the deep national cleav- 
ages and forged tribal loyalties into a Yugoslav loyalty was the 
Yugoslav Communist Party. Neither the grave problems besetting 
Yugoslav society today nor the wartime triumph and the successful 
revolt against Soviet domination can be truly understood without 
a glance at that party’s turbulent history and character and at the 
man who, more than anyone else, created it. 

From its birth in June 1919 the party's victories and failures 
vividly demonstrated the great paradox of the world Communist 
movement. The Communists failed where they should have suc- 
ceeded, in the developed regions where the working class is most 
“conscious”; and they succeeded where they should have failed, 
in the most backward and mainly rural areas.1? The new party, 
incorporating the bulk of the Social Democratic parties that had 
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operated in Serbia and the other regions now united into the King- 
dom of Yugoslavia, called itself the Communist Party of Yugoslavia 
after its second Vukovar congress in 1920. It joined the Moscow 
Comintern and immediately lost a predominantly Serbian group 
that refused to accept the famous twenty-one conditions set by the 
founders. 

At the first and, up to now, also the last free elections in the 
history of Yugoslavia, the Communists polled 12.4 per cent of the 
popular vote (the Social Democrats less than 3 per cent) and with 
fifty-eight seats became the third largest party in the Constituent 
Assembly. They achieved their greatest successes (36 per cent in 
Montenegro and 33 per cent in Macedonia) in the least industrial- 
ized provinces with the highest percentage of illiterates. Though 
these spectacular successes were facilitated by special local factors, 
the trend was instructive since the party polled only 10 per cent 
of the vote in Slovenia and 7 per cent in Croatia.!% 

After young Communists had made an unsuccessful bomb attack 
on the Regent and murdered a leading politician, their deputies 
were expelled from parliament and the party was driven under- 
ground. Within a couple of years membership, which in 1920 had 
stood at sixty thousand, melted to a mere tenth of that number, Until 
the fateful year of 1941 the Communists never managed to have 
more than about six thousand members. For many years the party 
was condemned to insignificance and almost completely destroyed 
between the Comintern hammer and the national anvil. 

As the national question became almost immediately the most 
burning issue of the day, the Communists were confronted all along 
with a crucial dilemma: Should they maintain their original posi- 
tion in favor of national unity based on the rights of all nations and 
nationalities as formulated, somewhat vaguely, in the Vukovar 
program of 1920? Or should they support the demands of the dis- 
gruntled nationalities for self-determination even up to their se- 
cession from the state? This issue split the leadership from the very 
beginning. The perennial dispute, heightened, of course, by out- 
bursts of South Slav temperament, provided a fertile soil for factional 
struggles. “Iwo Yugoslavs—three factions” was the derisive descrip- 
tion coined by Comintern functionaries for the state of affairs in the 
minute Yugoslav party. 

The struggle between right and left was decided by the Comin- 
tern leaders. Secretaries General came and went; the Politburo was 
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revamped time and again according to the line gaining the upper 
hand at a given moment in Moscow. The founder of the party, 
Sima Markovic, a Serbian mathematics professor was Secretary 
General no less than three times. Although he defended a federalist 
yet Yugoslav solution, he was in the end expelled from the party. 
The Seventh Comintern Congress in 1935 vindicated his arguments, 
but Markovic was nevertheless purged in 1936. His fate confirmed 
the old Communist rule of thumb: once a heretic, always a heretic 
—even if the heresy later becomes the order of the day. Fox said of 
Burke that he was “a wise man, but he is wise too soon.” In much 
later times the crucial importance of timing, particularly in view of 
the religious character of the Communist dogma, has been borne 
out again and again by developments. One has only to recall the 
fate of Imre Nagy in Hungary or of Milovan Djilas in Yugoslavia. 

The factional struggles in the Yugoslav party reflected the dis- 
sensions within the Comintern itself. Under the instructions of the 
Moscow center, the Yugoslav party in 1932 demanded the establish- 
ment of separate Croat, Slovenian, and Macedonian republics; in 
short it opted for the breakup of Yugoslavia. For more than ten 
years the Communists, who were then, in the words of Leon Blum, 
the “nationalists of a foreign power,” agitated as the mortal enemies 
of their own country. The Fifth Comintern Congress in 1924 pro- 
claimed the secession of nationalities the binding line for all Com- 
munist parties. It was obviously in the interest of the Soviet state 
to fan the fires of nationalist tensions in the Balkans and to destroy 
the new multinational states of Yugoslavia and Rumania, which 
were the key props of the French cordon sanitaire directed pri- 
marily against both the Soviet state and Communist expansion. 

This decision was at the same time an essentially pro- 
Bulgarian stand. Macedonia was supposed to become the heart of 
a Communist-dominated Balkan federation. The Balkan Communist 
Federation, a regional branch of the Comintern, which operated 
from 1920 until the abortive September rising in 1923 in Sofia, was 
the tool to implement this blueprint. The scheme was inspired by 
leading Bulgarian Communists like Georgi Dimitrov and Vasil 
Kolarov, who had been running the Comintern agency. And it was, 
of course, not doctrinal but national considerations that put the 
Balkan Communists at loggerheads over the controversial project. 
It is no exaggeration to say that the history of the Yugoslav and 
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other Balkan Communist parties contained the elements, the ex- 
citement, and the drama of a Balkan folk epic." 

The Communists were compelled to hobnob with the extreme 
nationalist Ustashe and Frankovei in Croatia, and with the terror- 
istic VMRO (Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization) 
operating in Macedonia. The traditional Balkan flair for conspiracy 
and tangled commitments had its heyday in the twenties and 
thirties, beautifully illustrated by the amazing career of the Mace- 
donian revolutionary, Dimitri Vlahov. Once a deputy from Mace- 
donia in the Turkish parliament, during World War I he was the 
Bulgarian governor in Pristina, the capital of the occupied Kosovo 
region. In the early twenties he was Bulgarian consul general in 
Vienna. In 1924 he formed a leftist wing of the VMRO, the so- 
called United VMRO, and later emigrated to Moscow, only to 
emerge as a member of Marshal Tito’s government in 1945. His 
son, Gustav Vlahov, educated in Vienna and Moscow, is to this 
day fervently devoted to the Macedonian cause. Following his fa- 
ther’s footsteps, he also became a member of the Yugoslav govern- 
ment as minister of information and currently occupies the key post 
of president of one of the parliament’s chambers. 

During the turbulent twenties a young mechanic, Josip Broz, 
better known under his conspiratorial name of Tito, started to climb 
the rungs of the hierarchical ladder in the party. In many re- 
spects, he was an ideal type of the new all-round Communist leader, 
particularly qualified for high party service in a multinational 
state. Alone among his many rivals in the party, Tito represented 
no single national or tribal group. He had been bom in 1892 in the 
little village of Kumrovec, the seventh of the fifteen children of a 
Croatian father and a Slovenian mother, both of peasant stock. Al- 
though his formal education consisted of only four years in the 
elementary school of his native village, which he left at the age of 
twelve to work as a locksmith in Zagreb, inclination, circumstances, 
and the upheaval of the war combined to convert the good-looking 
village boy into a man of the world who today speaks three—or, if 
one counts his early knowledge of Czech, four—foreign languages. 
Throughout his life, he has shown a penchant for easy living, 
good food, attractive women, and foreign travel. 

Even before he was called up for military service in a Croat 
regiment of the Austro-Hungarian army, he had acquired a cosmo- 
politan outlook while working as a skilled mechanic in Germany, 
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Czechoslovakia, and Austria. Tito speaks excellent German with a 
strong Viennese accent, picked up while he was employed as a 
test driver for the Daimler motor company. Working near the 
Austrian capital, he spent many evenings taking dancing lessons or 
going to cafés and theatres. In the Austrian army, he was fencing 
champion and rose to the rank of sergeant major. Almost fifty-five 
years later, when he returned on a triumphal formal state visit to 
Vienna, his visible delight was occasionally tempered with a touch 
of melancholy. Memories of his youth cannot have failed to return 
as he was rapidly driven from one reception to another, dressed in 
the resplendent uniform of a marshal. 

On Easter 1915, Tito, severely wounded, was captured on the 
eastern front by the Russians and spent five formative and stormy 
years in a disintegrating Russia that soon plunged into the turmoil 
of revolution and civil war. In 1920 he returned to Yugoslavia 
with a Russian wife and an abiding faith in communism. In the same 
year, while he was again working as a mechanic, he joined the 
party. His organizing ability soon caught the eyes of his Communist 
superiors, and after a host of minor assignments, he was appointed 
secretary of the Zagreb branch of the metalworkers’ union in 1927. 
He now became a full-time party functionary and a professional 
revolutionary. His rise was meteoric. Taking a prudent centrist, 
middle-of-the-road position in the raging battles between right and 
left, Tito was given the key position of secretary of the Zagreb organ- 
ization of the Communist party barely one year later. Though the 
party could boast of only about 250 members in the Croatian cap- 
ital and Jess than 3,000 in the entire country, he now ranked as a 
middle-class professional on the payroll of the Moscow Comintern. 

During the worst periods of factional struggle in the Yugoslav 
and the Soviet party, from 1928 to 1934, Tito had what one might 
with hindsight cal] the good fortune to be serving a five-year prison 
term. In jail he met a brilliant Jewish intellectual from Belgrade, 
Mosha Pijade, later one of his closest collaborators, who helped 
to fill some of the gaps in his training as a “Marxist-Leninist.” 
More important still, he did not become involved in the factional 
struggles. As a young functionary of peasant-worker origin with 
a good activist record, exemplary behavior at his trial, and no fac- 
tional stigma attached to his career, Tito upon his release was re- 
garded as a bright hope of the party by the then Secretary-General, 
Milan Gorkic, a man of Ruthenian origin brought up in Bosnia, 
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whose real name was Cizinsky, and also by the Balkan buro of the 
Comintern. 

Almost immediately, Tito traveled (as usual, on a forged pass- 
port) to Vienna where he was coopted as a member of the Polit- 
buro, the supreme authority. By 1935 he was in Moscow as a 
member of the Balkan Secretariat of the Comintern, in charge of 
Yugoslav affairs. This was the period when the Comintern, with 
great fanfare, adopted the “popular front” program, or what Com- 
munists like to call the “strategic general line,” which was to last 
for virtually the entire period until 1947. This strategic change 
meant corresponding alterations in tactics, including the national 
question. Communists were converted from one day to the next from 
sworn enemies of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia into staunch defend- 
ers of a multinational state and uncompromising critics of separa- 
tism, still combined, of course, with condemnation of the existing 
political regime. 

At the Comintern congress in 1935, a Yugoslav group proposed 
Tito as a member of the Executive Committee of the Comintern 
in opposition to the officially sponsored candidacy of Secretary- 
General Gorkic, the Yugoslav party leader. The issue was solved by 
the Comintern leadership, but there were clear straws in the 
wind. Next year Tito was appointed organizational Secretary, in 
practice the number two man in the hierarchy. These were the days 
of the Spanish Civil War and the era of the Great Purge, which not 
only decimated the Soviet Communists but also practically wiped 
out the lodgers at the seedy Hotel Lux in Moscow, the residence 
of the foreign Communists, 

It came as no surprise when, in July 1937, Gorkic was called 
back from Paris, unmasked as an “enemy” and summarily shot. 
Together with the elite of the other East European exiled Commu- 
nists, the Yugoslav party was caught in the whirlwind of the Stalinist 
terror. Over a hundred Yugoslav Communists perished, including 
twenty former members of the Central Committee. It is reckoned 
that “Stalin succeeded in killing more Central Committee members 
than either the Yugoslav police in the interwar period or the Axis 
during the war.”35 

And yet, at the very height of the great purge, after Gorkic had 
been shot and the Yugoslav Politburo dissolved, Tito was ap- 
pointed—at first provisionally—Secretary General of the Yugoslav 
Communist Party. The fascinating questions of just how Tito man- 
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aged to survive and, more, to be entrusted with the task of “rebuild- 
ing” the party, whether he played any role in the Gorkic affair, and 
what he was doing on his frequent trips to Moscow in 1938-39, have 
always been and are bound to remain a closely guarded mystery. 
In any case one can well believe his statement that his days in a 
small room on the fourth floor of the Hotel Lux, in permanent fear 
of arrest, were “the most difficult days” in his life. 

With all his colleagues shot or under lock and key, Tito was 
forced to start from scratch to create a new leadership and to 
broaden the popular base of a weak party. His political acumen and 
flair for the essential was evident in his reaffirmation of the all- 
Yugoslav character of the party. The setting up of the Communist 
parties of Croatia and Slovenia in 1937 not only broadened the 
attractiveness of the party, but also foreshadowed the postwar 
federal structure with each republic having its own party, which 
together constitute the Yugoslav Communist Party. Yet this politi- 
cally sensible form of organization contributed more than anything 
else to the later developments that transformed the party from an 
integrating force into a factor of division. These, however, sprang 
from what may be called the “iron law’ of a multinational Commu- 
nist dictatorship and cannot in any way detract from Tito’s merits 
as a far-sighted organizer aspiring to national leadership. 

The fact that the entire new high command of the party was, 
with a few exceptions, mainly young, hand-picked by Tito, and 
unconditionally devoted to him was extremely important in the long 
run. His principal lieutenants, who in the spring of 1938 already 
formed a temporary leadership, were two Serbs (Alexander Ran- 
kovic and I. Milutinovic), two Slovenes (Edward Kardelj and 
Franz Leskosek), one Serb from Croatia (Rade Koncar, who was 
killed in the war), and a Montenegrin (Milovan Dijilas )—together 
with Tito, three intellectuals and four ex-workers and union officials, 
only three of whom had been to Moscow, while the others had not 
even been abroad. Non-Serbs accounted for almost two-thirds of the 
29 members of the Central Committee elected in October 1940, all 
of whom were professional revolutionaries, mostly ex-workers and 
ex-students and mainly in their late twenties and early thirties.'® 

Though the party had only 12,000 members before the uprising 
in 1941, its influence was considerably greater. Perhaps no other 
Communist party has ever been based to such an extent on 
students. One should not forget that the prewar regime, a royal dic- 
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tatorship, was nothing like a modern totalitarian system. Its dic- 
tatorial rule was mitigated by inefficiency and corruption. A certain 
amount of criticism was allowed in the press, and the intellectuals 
as well as the scions of the ruling classes enjoyed some freedom. 
This was particularly evident at the Belgrade, and to a lesser extent 
Zagreb, universities, the strongholds of the young Communists. At 
the elections to the student bodies in the early twenties and again in 
1940, the Communists were the strongest group. They included 
the sons of rich merchants and high civil servants, the sons of 
low-rank officers, and peasants like the Montenegrins Djilas and 
S. Vukmanovic-Tempo. “Few Communist parties can boast of having 
organized street riots in which a participant arrived in a chauffeur- 
driven Cadillac. Nor did many Belgrade students of bourgeois ori- 
gin possess a self-contained apartment as did the secretary of SKOJ 
(the Young Communist League), Lola Ribar.” When the children 
of the bourgeois landed in prison they were soon released on the 
pleas of their influential fathers. Once several highly respected citi- 
zens of Belgrade called on the Yugoslav Prime Minister to release 
Koca Popovic, a millionaire’s poet son so that “he would not have 
to spend Christmas in jail”; Popovic later became Partisan general, 
Foreign Minister, and Vice President of Yugoslavia. 

In the autumn of 1940 the organization of young Communists 
could already boast about 18,000 members. These students, par- 
ticularly the 200 veterans of the Spanish Civil War who had re- 
turned to their country, proved of great value as vital cadres for the 
Partisan army, providing many outstanding commanders and the 
bulk of the proletarian brigades—two elite divisions. 

Despite claims put forward later, the Yugoslav party, like all 
other Communist groups, dutifully followed the Comintern line 
from the time of the Hitler-Stalin pact until the German invasion of 
Russia. Even after the coup in March 1941, in which the party 
took no part, and the German conquest of Yugoslavia, the Com- 
munist attitude was at best obscure (the official version de- 
scribes those two and a half months as “the phase of final prepara- 
tions”). Even such an unquestionably well-disposed biographer of 
Tito as the British brigadier, Fitzroy Maclean, reluctantly came to 
the conclusion that “for the first two months and more after the 
German invasion there is no convincing evidence of any organized 
Communist resistance movement.”}? 

The German attack on Russia overnight changed the “second 
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imperialist war” to the “great fatherland war.” The Yugoslav Com- 
munists may well have felt chagrin, bitterness, and restlessness 
under the months of enforced passivity, but it is a historical fact 
that they appeared as an organized resistance force in the field only 
after the German-Soviet war had broken out. Under the code name 
Grandfather, the Comintern instructed Tito to launch an all-out 
campaign of resistance in the enemy’s rear, urging him, how- 
ever, to “remember that at this stage what you are concerned with 
is liberation from Fascist oppression and not socialist revolution.” Re- 
gardless of the instructions, which were dutifully repeated in an 
order of the day to the first Partisan units, Tito said then to his 
biographer, Vladimir Dedijer, that the time “had come for the party 
to seize power and to seize it in such a way that the bourgeoisie 
would never regain it.” 

Many events during the Yugoslav epic of 1941-44 remain ob- 
scure. There were never clear-cut fronts during the few great battles 
and the myriad of small engagements against Germans and Italians, 
Ustashe and Chetniks, and at times even against the combined 
forces of the four main enemies. The occupiers and their allies never 
governed the country as a whole. At the same time, liberated ter- 
ritories were lost and recaptured several times. The Yugoslav leaders 
claimed 80,000 Partisans at the end of 1941, some 150,000 in mid- 
1942, and almost 350,000 by the end of 1943. When in March 1945 
the People’s Liberation Army was changed into a regular Yugoslav 
army it numbered 800,000 men. One might add that twenty- 
five years later the Veteran’s League, despite the fact that a num- 
ber of its members must have died, had no less than 1.4 million 
“Partisans” registered in its files!#® The question as to just who 
had actually fought and who jumped on the bandwagon after the 
fighting was over, or at best once gave some food to the fighters, or 
who is authorized to be a holder of the 1941 Partisan Medal, is 
still a controversial issue. Today it is a question of tangible re- 
wards, greater or smaller privileges from pensions to housing, and 
thus a matter of considerable political importance. 

The decisive fact, however, was that the Communists had been 
running the show all along and controlling the Partisan units. Of 
the 12,000 prewar cardholders, only some 3,000 survived the ordeals 
of the fighting. Yet in June 1945 the party already had 141,000 
members. This was an almost completely new hard core of activ- 
ists who had been admitted to the party during the years of the 
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social revolution and liberation war. Though Communist statistics 
about social composition are notoriously unreliable, because they 
either deliberately operate with “origin” instead of “occupation” or 
include in the category of “workers” both landless peasants and sal- 
aried employees, even in 1948 the peasants accounted for almost 
half of a membership three times larger than in 1945. There is no 
doubt that peasants made up the bulk of the fighters and the party 
activists. 

But, in accord with the prewar character of the party, the real 
decision-makers, the general staff, during and immediately after the 
war was dominated by the middle class, either students or intellec- 
tuals of bourgeois origin, or “self-tutored professionals” of peasant 
or worker stock, who “used the party to climb into the ranks of the 
middle class.” Thus in 1948 almost 52 per cent of the members of 
the all-Yugoslav and republican Central Committees belonged in 
the middle class category.!® 

If one considers how the tangled national factors, splits and rival- 
ries among the occupiers and their allies, and the influences of 
Allied diplomacy and wartime strategy acted and reacted upon one 
another in a whirlpool of change during the war years, it is not so 
surprising that a dedicated minority of Communists, guided by 
Lenin’s conspiratorial elite theory, accustomed to clandestine work, 
and with a clear-cut program was able to become the spearhead 
of the national resistance movement and to seize power in the name 
of a practically non-existent or passive proletariat. The Yugoslav 
road to power fully confirms what Bertram D. Wolfe wrote about 
Leninism: “All that was needed was a power vacuum; a supply of 
arms (the Second World War took care of that); a supply of mal- 
contents (and where are there no malcontents?); an apparat to 
seize power; some fragments of Lenin’s doctrine; and Stalin’s ex- 
ample.”2° 

The small group of 12,000 Yugoslav Communists grew to 141,000 
in 1945 and reached about 470,000 in 1948, the year of the open 
conflict with Stalin. But the old-timers by then amounted to less 
than a fraction of 1 per cent. The party was formed and led, more 
than any other Communist party in the world, by a single man— 
Josip Broz Tito. Its young high command was devoted first to him 
and only through him to Stalin, the Comintern, and the Russian 
“mother party.” The Great Purge of the thirties became a boomer- 
ang, which Jater turned against its creators. No other high-ranking 
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and respected Comintern agents were left either within the Partisan 
ranks or in the country at large to contest the leader of this in- 
digenous revolution or to halt the development of a cult of Tito. The 
fact that almost none of his followers had known any other leader 
was the basis of the amazing solidarity and cohesion of Tito’s 
leading team. This in turn was a key factor, which Stalin to his own 
peril chose to ignore. 


From Stalin to General Motors 


If a traveler chooses to spend the end of April and the begin- 
ning of May in the Balkans and happens to cross from Bulgaria 
into Yugoslavia, he is invariably struck by an amazing contrast. In 
Sofia, or in the smaller towns and villages near the Yugoslav border, 
he sees red banners everywhere, slogans hailing the Soviet Union 
and Bulgaria marching shoulder to shoulder proudly toward com- 
munism. On the ist of May he is confronted with columns of people 
bearing the traditional flags and pictures. 

There is quite a difference in the Yugoslav towns, particularly 
in the capital. To be sure, May Day is a public holiday, yet there 
is hardly any red or decoration of any color. At the most one sees 
here and there a solitary weather-beaten picture of the Holy Trinity 
of Communism displayed on the facades of party or union head- 
quarters. When one reaches Belgrade, the picture changes even 
more dramatically. Instead of the apostles of revolution, with or 
without beards, the main boulevards are lined with huge billboards 
displaying such symbols of capitalism as General Motors and Ford, 
sprinkled with advertisements for Mercedes and Citroen and other 
leading motor companies. For the past few years, May Day has 
coincided with the Belgrade motor show and the “masses” march 
to the fairground to admire and in some cases even to buy cars, 
rather than to imitate their fellow Communists in neighboring coun- 
tries. 

It is difficult to believe that only fifteen years ago this same coun- 
try was ruled by the most orthodox, the most intolerant Stalinist 
regime in Eastern Europe. Today those days seem distant, if not 
totally irrelevant. Yet the past is still alive in an outwardly different 
present. The early phase of Yugoslav communism is worth sum- 
marizing at some length because it both shows how far the process 
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of liberalization has gone and helps to give an insight into the un- 
derlying strength of the opposition to concrete reform and the roots 
of the great struggle still going on in the country. 

The significance of the Yugoslav revolt against Russian domina- 
tion of world communism was tnuly historic. It shattered the thirty- 
year-old dogma, which not even Trotsky dared to challenge, that 
communism implies unconditional support of the Soviet Union; that 
the interests of the two are inseparable. When on April 12, 1948, 
the members of the Central Committee convened for the possibly 
most crucial meeting in Yugoslav party history, Tito explained the 
crux of the dispute in plain language: “This is not a matter here 
of any theoretical discussion. . . . Comrades, the point here, first 
and foremost, is the relations between one state and another.” In 
short, the issue was not ideology but independence. The central 
position was then spelled out unambiguously in the Yugoslav answer 
to Soviet accusations: “No matter how much each of us loves the 
land of socialism, the USSR, he can, in no case, love his own country 
Jess.”21 As pointed out earlier, the very fact that Yugoslavia dem- 
onstrated to other Communist-ruled countries that one can be a 
good Communist and for all the vicissitudes remain a Communist 
without taking orders from Moscow contributed more than anything 
else after the death of Stalin to the disruption of the former bloc 
unity. 

Much of the confusion still obscuring a sober view of current and 
past developments in Yugoslavia is due to a wrong assessment of 
the character of the Tito-Stalin conflict, and of the political, ideo- 
logical, and, last but not least, emotional factors that have left an 
imprint on later developments. The great duel between David and 
Goliath was not the revolt of a Yugoslav nationalist against alien 
hegemony. Nor was Tito an early fighter against Stalinist bureauc- 
racy. The battle was fought between two totalitarian parties in 
terms of Communist power politics of the twentieth century, not 
the nationalism of the nineteenth century.2? In other words, it was 
a conflict between two different concepts by Communist leaders 
subscribing to the same strategic aims but divided by differences 
as to timing and tactics. 

Soviet hegemony and infallible authority were actually shattered 
among the wooded hills of South Serbia and the wild forests of 
Bosnia in the winter of 1941-42 when Tito and his Partisans defied 
Moscow’s clear instructions to cooperate with Mihajlovic’s Chet- 
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niks, and thus launched a policy that ultimately enabled them to 
seize power without Soviet assistance and in a fashion that con- 
flicted with Stalin’s strategy. That the Partisans became involved 
in fierce fighting with their non-Communist rivals was not an act 
of conscious defiance of Moscow, let alone a nationalist revolt 
against the Comintern. On the contrary, the Yugoslav Partisans 
were fanatically devoted to Stalin and Russia. They formed their 
elite division, a special proletarian brigade consisting solely of 
Communists, on Stalin’s birthday in December 1941, they wrote slo- 
gans such as “Long Live Stalin!” on the walls in captured towns 
and showed their enthusiasm for “Mother Russia,” the “Fatherland 
of the Proletariat” in every possible way. 

What, then, happened? The fact is the chain of command be- 
tween the Comintern and its agents broke down in the first de- 
cisive months after the German invasion of Russia. Nothing had 
been further from the ideas of Josip Broz, the trusted Comintern 
official, and his close associates than to work against Soviet poli- 
cies. In a crisis situation, however, lacking any instructions from his 
superiors, Tito was left on his own and followed his instincts and 
political preferences, that is, those of a dynamic leftist, an ex- 
tremist, or, in Communist parlance, a “left-sectarian” functionary. 
It is the great merit of the late Franz Borkenau to have been the 
first Western analyst to show the real roots and postwar international 
implications of Tito’s leftist tendencies. 

Never fond of a waiting game, Tito, first unwittingly, later con- 
sciously, pitted his party against the cautious and temporizing So- 
viet general line, which wanted to avoid offending the democratic 
“prejudices” of the British and American allies whose support was so 
vital to a Soviet Russia engaged in a life and death struggle against 
the Nazi invader. When Tito attacked Mihajlovic, when his Parti- 
sans not only liberated some towns in Serbia during the 1941 rising, 
but proceeded to destroy the old administrative structure and erect 
an undisguised Communist dictatorship he was, without being 
aware of it, already in the process of breaking completely with the 
line of cautious respectability and cooperation with “all patriotic 
forces” advocated by Moscow. 

Ironically, it is a thin twenty-four-page Yugoslav leaflet written 
by the late theoretician Mosha Pijade at the height of the conflict 
with Stalin that shows with utmost clarity that the Yugoslav Com- 
munist leaders, and first of all Tito himself, had been extremists all 
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along. They wanted a short-cut to a full-fledged Communist regime, 
to destroy the old system and to annihilate domestic rivals or 
enemies regardless of broader Soviet interests. In March 1942, as 
soon as radio contact had been reestablished with the Comintern, 
Grandfather (the code name for Moscow) doubted that the 
Yugoslav Communists were really doing everything to organize a 
genuine national united front. The broadcast warned that the defeat 
of the invaders was the main task. “Take into account that the 
Soviet Union has treaty relations with the Yugoslav king and gov- 
ernment, and that taking an open stand against them would create 
new difficulties in the joint war efforts and the relations between 
the Soviet Union on the one hand and Britain and America on the 
other. Do not consider your fight only from your own national 
point of view, but also from the international standpoint of the 
British-American-Soviet coalition... . Show more elasticity and 
ability to maneuver.”? Clearly, Stalin had not wanted to have com- 
plications in the crucial joint war efforts because of some guerrilla 
bands in the backwoods of the Balkans. 

Though Tito assured Grandfather that he had drawn the wrong 
conclusions from his reports and that the situation was in fact quite 
different, the basic conflict between local Yugoslav considerations 
and over-all Soviet objectives was a recurring cause of friction 
throughout the war. No wonder Stalin was “stamping with rage” 
when the Partisans upset his carefully calculated maneuvers, which, 
of course, in the long run also aimed at the establishment of Com- 
munist and Soviet domination over the Balkans. When Stalin was 
still contemplating sending a military mission and supplies to 
Mihajlovic, whom the British were preparing at that very moment 
to drop in favor of the Partisans, Tito decided to convoke a session 
of the Anti-Fascist Council for the National Liberation of Yugoslavia 
(AVNOJ). The session took place on November 29, 1943, in the little 
Bosnian town of Jajce. The Council was transformed into a pro- 
visional legislature, and its executive into a provisional govern- 
ment headed by Tito, who received the title of Marshal. Moscow, 
however, was informed only forty-eight hours before the fact. The 
cable also omitted to mention the trifling matter that the meeting 
would declare the royal government-in-exile illegal and forbid 
King Peter to return to Yugoslavia. On the eve of the crucial Teheran 
Conference of the three great powers, this was regarded by an “un- 
usually angry” Stalin as a “stab in the back for the Soviet Union.”*+ 
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The strategy and tactics of the Partisans were undoubtedly cor- 
rect from their point of view. The Balkans being a minor theater 
of operations, Tito could not really influence the decisive battles of 
World War II. What he could do was to decide who would rule 
Yugoslavia after the war-the Communists, the Monarchists, or 
some kind of popular front dominated behind the scenes by the 
Communist party. Both politically and militarily he followed a sen- 
sible policy in choosing his domestic enemies as the main target 
for his actions. By the end of 1943 the Communists had succeeded 
in compromising and practically destroying any organized force 
or center of authority that could have blocked their takeover. The 
special position of Yugoslavia became evident in October 1944 when 
the Red Army “requested” permission to enter the country for a 
limited period for operations against the German forces in Hungary. 
Though Belgrade was jointly taken, the Partisans were at no point 
under Soviet command, and the Russians were expressly forbidden 
under the Tito-Stalin deal of September 1944, which was made on 
the occasion of their first meeting in Moscow, to exercise any ad- 
ministrative power on Yugoslav territory. By March 1945 the Russian 
troops were evacuated. Yugoslavia thus became the sole East 
European country (with the exception of Albania) that was never 
fully or for any considerable length of time occupied by Soviet 
troops. 

Improbable as it sounds today, the Yugoslav party stood on the 
left of the international Communist movement throughout the 
whole postwar period as late as 1949. True, the conflict with Stalin 
assumed historical significance regardless of its original motives. 
But one must always remember the sparks that ignited the accu- 
mulated differences to the point of explosion. Emotional motives, 
like the chagrin and disillusionment over the lack of Soviet aid, or 
the discovery that at the very moment of joint Soviet-Yugoslav oper- 
ations around Belgrade Stalin and Churchill were neatly arranging 
to go halves in their interests in Yugoslavia, undoubtedly influenced 
the attitude of the Yugoslav leaders toward Stalin. Similarly, the 
postwar examples of Russian duplicity in regard to the rearming 
of the Yugoslav army or to exploitation in the form of the notorious 
joint companies hastened the break. 

The point of the matter was that the Yugoslavs were, in every 
major domain, far ahead of the policies of the Soviet Union and 
its satellites. Consider some of the evidence. While the weak Com- 
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munist parties in Hungary and Rumania, Bulgaria and Poland were 
bidding desperately for the support of non-Communist groups, in 
the very first phase even for that of the Conservatives, and while 
Moscow was operating with the term “people’s democracy,” Yugo- 
slavia became, in the summer of 1945, the first and then the only 
open Communist totalitarian dictatorship. Tito and his lieutenants 
did not have the patience to respect even the facade and to play 
the comedy of Communist and non-Communist “cooperation.” After 
the Yalta declaration, as a price for formal recognition by the Allies, 
some representatives of the former government-in-exile were in- 
cluded in the new government. Within a few months, however, the 
non-Communist politicians were forced to resign, the press was 
muzzled, a single-list totalitarian election staged, the monarchy abol- 
ished, and every remnant of an opposition destroyed. 

Once again it was not a question of principle but of timing and 
tactics that split Tito and Stalin and divided Yugoslavia from the 
rest of the Soviet power sphere. The leftist Yugoslavs put their own 
interests ahead of those of international communism. Worse still, 
they regarded other Communist parties, as having “deviated” from 
true Leninism. As late as July 1949, Edward Kardelj, one of Tito’s 
leading and closest collaborators, proudly and derisively told the 
Yugoslav parliament: “Yugoslavia stood far ahead of the others. And 
we, who contended that we had won our socialist revolution, that 
our people’s democracy was of the Soviet type, were told that 
we were narrow-minded sectarians and entirely incapable of in- 
venting something new.”25 

What did “narrow-minded sectarianism” mean? It meant that 
the Yugoslav hotheads compromised if not completely unmasked 
the Soviet and Eastern European line of early coalitions, of stressing 
the distinctive national patterns of development, of even in some 
cases (Hungary) staging free elections. For the population at large it 
brought wide-scale terror, swifter in pace and worse in its scope 
than in any other East European country. The Yugoslavs were the 
first to nationalize practically the entire economy except for a hand- 
ful of tailors and watchmakers. They were the first to launch a 
campaign of vilification and trials against the clergy, the first to col- 
lectivize agriculture and take the land away from the peasants. 
By June 1948 Yugoslavia had advanced further on the road to full 
collectivization than any other satellite. As to the scope of the 
terror, the man in charge of the “mopping-up” operations, Alex- 
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ander Rankovic, was later to declare at a session of the Central 
Committee in February 1951 that 47 per cent of the arrests made 
by the dreaded UDBA (the secret police) in 1949 had been un- 
justified. One may well imagine the corresponding percentages for 
the arrests undertaken during the earlier period. The liquidation 
of the old economic and administrative bureaucracy was, of 
course, the essential condition for the mountaineers taking over 
the “commanding heights.” 

Yugoslavia was second only to Poland in losses of population in 
proportional terms. No less than 1.7 million people, about 11 per 
cent of the population, were killed, fled, or were deported. The losses 
hit mainly the younger age-groups with better education and skills. 
A large part of industry and agriculture was devastated, and one- 
sixth of the housing almost totally destroyed. But Yugoslavia drew 
up the most ambitious industrialization plan in Eastern Europe. 
In addition to building new factories in the most underdeveloped 
regions, the Five Year Plan proposed an almost fivefold increase 
in gross industrial output. Steel output was to be trebled and power 
production increased four times. 

The dizzy and totally unrealistic plans provoked the first clash 
in the top leadership. The chief planner, president of the Eco- 
nomic Council and Minister of Industry Andrija Hebrang opposed 
the projected targets. One of the ablest Yugoslav Communists, pre- 
viously Secretary of the Croat party, Hebrang also complained that 
Tito had treated him with “personal animosity.” In the best Stalinist 
style criticism was taken as tantamount to treason, and Hebrang 
was demoted. Another leading functionary, Sreten Zujovic, a Serb, 
was also severely reprimanded. By the time the Russians wanted to 
build them up as an alternative leadership to Tito in 1948, the two 
disciplined leaders had lost every lever of influence. As always in 
Communist power struggles, compromising documents were con- 
veniently found, revealing that Hebrang had shown cowardice and 
collaborated with the Ustashe while in prison. Arrested in the spring 
of 1948, he is alleged to have committed suicide in prison, while 
Zujovic was released two years later after having exercised self- 
criticism in the press. 

As the ambitious targets were based on the assumption of Soviet 
aid and trade with the bloc that accounted for half of Yugoslavia’s 
foreign trade in 1948, the blockade imposed on the country after its 
expulsion from the bloc proved disastrous. But the plan could not 
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have been fulfilled under any circumstances. Nevertheless there was 
a logic in the ruthless Sovietization, the rapid collectivization, the 
wildly unrealistic industrialization targets, in keeping well ahead 
of the other Communist-dominated countries—“the logic of ex- 
tremism,”?6 

It was this basic general line, a leftist strategy, that shaped Yugo- 
slav external policies during this period and inflamed the tensions 
with Moscow to an unbearable pitch. This was the real background 
to the Yugoslav intransigence in both Trieste and Austrian Carin- 
thia, which raised the risk of hostilities between the British and 
Yugoslav armies and of involving the Russians in a useless and 
early conflict with the West. Yugoslavia’s territorial ambitions in 
Italy and Austria provoked the first serious clash with Stalin, after 
Tito in May 1945 had issued the unmistakable warning that “we 
don’t want to be used as a bribe in international bargaining.” 

There was also the missionary zeal of the Yugoslavs in the inter- 
national Communist movement. Though the postwar period still 
has many obscurities, the available evidence seems to confirm the 
conjecture, first put forward by the late Professor Borkenau, that 
Tito’s adventurist initiatives were only part of the aggressive global 
strategy advocated by a strong group in the Soviet leadership 
headed at that time by A. Zhdanov. It was his lengthy speech at 
the founding meeting of the Cominform, the new institution of 
Communist cooperation set up in September 1947, that gave the 
signal for the change in the strategic line from a defensive posture 
to aggressive dynamism. The two Yugoslav representatives at that 
meeting, Kardelj and Djilas, were only too willing, at Zhdanov’s 
request, to criticize the Italian and French parties sharply for their 
timidity. The Yugoslavs fed the fires of the Greek civil war. They 
shot down American transport planes flying over Yugoslavia in 
broad daylight and kept the tensions over the Trieste issue near 
boiling point. 

As the Berlin blockade and the Korean war so clearly demon- 
strated later, there was no difference of principle between the 
extremism of the leftist faction and that of Stalin, But Stalin always 
wanted to rely on the levers of Soviet power and not on the local 
parties and revolutionary ideology as the main tools of aggression. 
Also, he wanted the spoils for the Soviet Union and not for a 
local Communist chieftain in the Balkans, who had a flattering 
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image of himself as a leader of the Communist world second only to 
Stalin. 

Aside from the sudden death of Zhdanov in August 1948, the 
Yugoslav brand of expansionism in the Balkans gradually turned a 
dispute about revolutionary tactics into a barely disguised chal- 
lenge to Soviet hegemony over the area. There were two major 
elements in the conflict. The first concerned Albania. Whatever dif- 
ferences there may have been between the Yugoslav treatment 
of its tiny neighbor and the Soviet attitude toward Yugoslavia. Al- 
bania was in fact a satellite of Belgrade, and the Yugoslavs were 
preparing a unification of the two countries, Albania was to be in- 
corporated into the Yugoslav Federation as a separate republic 
merged with the mainly Albanian-inhabited Kosovo region. 

There was a sizable group in the Albanian party—created, organ- 
ized, and controlled by the Yugoslav Communists from the very 
beginning—that secretly but deeply opposed the Yugoslav designs 
and was seeking Soviet support.* There was not a single meeting of 
the Russian and Yugoslav leaders between 1944 and 1948 at which 
Albania was not discussed.?? Then, in early 1948, without inform- 
ing Moscow, the Yugoslavs, allegedly acceding to a request from 
Tirana, decided to send two divisions to Albania and actually 
moved a wing of airborne fighters there to “defend the southern bor- 
ders against a possible attack by Greek monarcho-fascists.” Before 
the divisions could be moved, Moscow threatened an open breach 
unless the two governments immediately canceled their agree- 
ment. 

The second major dispute revolved around the Yugoslav-spon- 
sored project of Bulgarian-Yugoslav federation, later to be expanded 
into a more ambitious Balkan union. During the war years there 
had been a fierce dispute between the Yugoslav and Bulgarian 
Communists as to who should run the party and the resistance 
movement in Macedonia, then completely occupied by Bulgarian 
troops. The friction got worse as the defeat of Germany ap- 
proached.?8 In December 1944, Tito sent Kardelj to Sofia with a 
proposal to solve the thorny issue of Macedonia within the frame- 
work of a Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation. At that time Stalin 
approved the project. Quite apart from Western, mainly British, pro- 
tests, the main stumbling block was the question of on whose terms 


* See also the chapter on Albania. 
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the federation should take place. The Bulgarians, who never had 
been truly enthusiastic about the merger, wanted a union in which 
Bulgaria would be equal with Yugoslavia. The Yugoslav draft, how- 
ever, proposed that Bulgaria should become simply a seventh repub- 
lic within the Yugoslav federation. Subsequently the whole issue was 
shelved until! the summer of 1947. 

When at that time Tito and the ailing Bulgarian leader Georgi 
Dimitrov not only revived the old project but also began to drop 
hints about a future project embracing Rumania, Hungary, Poland, 
and Czechoslovakia, as well as Greece should the guerrillas seize 
power, Moscow became increasingly suspicious—and not without 
reason. Tito was touring the neighboring countries with a maximum 
of publicity, concluding treaties everywhere before the Soviet Union 
did, and in the case of Rumania, “for lack of time” even failing to 
inform the Soviet leaders about his forthcoming trip. When finally 
in January 1948 Dimitrov gave an obviously prearranged interview 
alluding to a future federation or confederation of the Balkan- 
Danubian countries, he was publicly rebuked five days later by 
Pravda. Though he hastily issued an abject apology, both the Bul- 
garian and Yugoslav leaders were immediately summoned to the 
Russian capital. 

Here they were severely criticized by Stalin for their hectic activ- 
ity in regard to the federation, and the Yugoslavs further repri- 
manded for their single-handed venture in Albania. “You do not 
let anyone know what you are doing and we have to find out every- 
thing on the streets,” Stalin complained. He described the statement 
in the Yugoslav-Bulgarian treaty declaration about “supporting all 
actions against the hotbeds of aggression” as a call for a preventive 
war. The uprising in Greece, Stalin added, had no prospects of suc- 
cess and must be stopped as soon as possible. But while rejecting 
the idea of a federation or customs union between Rumania and 
Bulgaria, let alone the scheme of a broader union, Stalin was enthu- 
siastic about a Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation. It should be created 
“right away, if possible tomorrow,” he said, and then both should 
unite with Albania. His demand for an immediate Yugoslav- 
Bulgarian federation was, however, rejected by the Yugoslav Central 
Committee on March 1, 1948, because, as Tito bluntly stated, this 
would be to allow a Trojan horse to enter the Yugoslav party.” 

These, then, were in very broad terms the main issues that led to 
the final split. Stalin dealt with the crux of the matter at the last 
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fateful meeting in the Kremlin: the issue, he said, is “not your mis- 
takes, but your policy.” By 1948 the postwar phase of diversity based 
on limited local autonomy had been replaced in Eastern Europe 
by the Stalinist pattern of mutual relations, in which the specific 
aspirations of the ruling regimes must bow before the supreme and 
absolute authority of the Kremlin. What earlier may have seemed to 
Moscow a desirable tactical ploy against Western pressure was tend- 
ing to become a grouping of Balkan states with a will of its own, 
undermining essential Soviet power interests. Tito was no Luther 
of communism. He wanted to be a partner and not a servant. But 
his inflated sense of mission and self-importance, his missionary 
zeal, stemming from the conscious pride of a national leader who 
had made a revolution on his own, proved incompatible with the 
essence of Stalinism, a rigid institutional and ideological hier- 
archy. With his internal and external dynamism, Tito was in fact 
challenging Moscow’s monopoly of running the international] Com- 
munist movement. 

Stalin was faced for the first time in Communist history with the 
dilemma of dealing with a rival or deviationist who was a genuine 
national leader with a party, an apparat, and an intelligence service 
of his own. At first he played his hand cautiously, trying to influence 
Tito from the outside and at the same time penetrate the key 
Yugoslavian cadres from within. With tensions mounting, the battle 
shifted more and more to subversion. Soviet intelligence multiplied 
its efforts to infiltrate, subvert, and dominate the rival UDBA, the 
army command, and the Yugoslav party leadership. It was only 
after these attempts had manifestly failed, that Stalin ordered the 
Cominform to issue a writ of excommunication. 

The conflict was fought between two totalitarian Communist 
parties, But as both were ruling parties, it necessarily and immedi- 
ately acquired the character of a national conflict, of a showdown 
between the then only Communist great power and a small Balkan 
country, It is the basic rule of thumb in communism that a heretic 
must by definition be a renegade and a traitor. If he is a leftist like 
Tito, he must be condemned as in fact a “rightist”; if he pretends to 
defend the interests of a small nation, he should be shown up in his 
true colors as an enemy of communism. Thus within a year, the 
Yugoslav leaders, still desperately hoping that interstate relations 
would not be affected, were already not only “sliding into the camp 
of the enemies of the Soviet Union,” but had become old agents of 
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imperialism. After a spate of show trials in Albania, Hungary, and 
Bulgaria, the Cominform by November 1949 had approved a res- 
olution with the characteristic title: “The Yugoslav Communist 
Party in the power of murderers and spies.” 

The Yugoslav leaders were, however, also past masters at this 
game and played their cards surprisingly well. While the UDBA 
was swiftly rounding up some twelve thousand Cominform-followers, 
the ill-fated “Informbirovci,” the party did its best to show that it 
was not guilty of “rightist” softness or of any nationalist or anti- 
Soviet feelings. Three weeks after the open break, Tito gave an 
eight-hour address to the Fifth Yugoslav Party Congress, devoting 
only the last twenty minutes to refuting the charges leveled by the 
Cominform. He finished his speech amid a rhythmical shouting of 
“Stalin! Tito! Stalin! Tito!” As late as 1949 pictures of Stalin were 
stil] carried in Belgrade in the May Day parade. 

The Yugoslav leaders deliberately left the initiative to Stalin. As 
Tito later said to his biographer, he had to give Stalin time to behave 
in such a way that “people in Yugoslavia would say ‘Down with 
Stalin’ of their own accord without my having to suggest it to them.” 
Needless to say, the charge of nationalism helped the regime to 
regain at least some of the popularity among the non-Communist 
majority it lost after the early waves of terror. External threat or 
promise of expansion, political and economic dynamism are the 
essential conditions for the existence of a totalitarian regime. Thus 
the leadership decided to launch a stepped-up collectivization cam- 
paign after the break to show the satellites that the Yugoslavs were 
“better collectivizers,” hence better Communists than they and also 
to give the party activists large practical tasks. The years 1949-50 
saw the greatest pressure in agriculture and the most wildly 
irrational measures in the economy in general. Within roughly a 
year, the number of collective farms showed a fivefold increase to 
7,000 and the arable land in the socialized sector, which already 
accounted for one-fourth of the total, jumped seven times to 2.2 
million hectares. The hard line succeeded in keeping up the morale 
of the party cadres and in convincing even the few doubters that 
the Yugoslavs were unjustly accused of being “soft” on the pace of 
marching toward communism. 

The price, however, was the disruption of the farming output 
and dislocation in industry, which for years plagued even the first 
modest attempt at economic reform. Yet the very failures of the 
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politically motivated collectivization, heightened by disastrous 
droughts in 1950 and 1952, helped psychologically to prepare the 
ground for a change of policy. The danger of demoralization re- 
curred toward the end of the two-year transition period from 1948 
to 1950, but absolute faithfulness to Stalinism made the acceptance 
of Western aid virtually impossible. After the economic catastrophes 
and in particular after the outbreak of the Korean War, it became 
more and more evident to the Yugoslav leaders that without massive 
economic and military aid from the West they might well be faced 
sooner or later with a military attack and economic disaster. 

There was no alternative but gradually to tell the bitter truth 
about a degenerated Soviet system based on bureaucracy and 
chauvinism. The attacks from 1950 onward were directed first at 
Stalin’s personal dictatorship and later shifted to a general condem- 
nation of the Soviet system. This, in turn, led to the necessity of 
making the Yugoslav system different from the discredited Soviet 
model, of abandoning rigid schemes and methods, and of changing 
the ideology so as to adapt the orthodoxy to fit the concrete 
measures, What followed was an essentially syndicalist idea—to 
be sure, dressed in appropriate quotes from Marx and Lenin—about 
social ownership, the management of the factories through elected 
workers’ councils. The Five Year Plan was abandoned and the col- 
lectivization drive stopped. The hated compulsory deliveries were 
abolished in 1951, and early in 1953 peasants were allowed to 
leave the collective farms. By the following year most of the land 
was back in private hands, although a 10-hectare (c. 25 acres) 
upper limit was set for the individual holdings, which is still in force. 
Workers’ self-government and econcmic decentralization became 
the great new dogma, which lies at the root of the many contradic- 
tions characterizing the entire period from 1950-52 to the present 
time. 

Then came the definite rapprochement with the West in the form 
of grants, loans, and food sales as well as military aid. In the 1949- 
55 period, economic help from the United States reached almost 
600 million dollars while military aid totaled 588 million dollars.*° 
The long period of Stalinism in theory and in economic practice 
came to an end, 

Thus Tito and his team, extreme Communists, dynamic leftists, 
were forced first into the position of nationalists, then, once out in 
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the cold, into the position of liberalizers and reformists who until 
1955-56 depended exclusively on the West. The road, however, 
from the pictures of Stalin to the posters of General Motors has 
never been straight, but always fraught with contradictions. When 
some Yugoslav leaders try to reverse the gears or throw their weight 
around in international politics, often against the interests of their 
former benefactors, it is not enough to remark, “After all, one 
shouldn’t forget that Tito is a Communist.” The question is what 
kind of a Communist? 

The man who until the end of the fifties and the beginning of the 
sixties—but no longerl—dominated Yugoslav politics has remained, 
like so many of his closest collaborators, a Communist molded by 
the Comintern school and the old orthodoxy. One of his many re- 
vealing statements was made at the thirtieth anniversary of his 
appointment as Secretary-General of the party. Referring to the 
current party reform, Tito claimed that the key to the “enormous 
success” of such a small prewar Communist party was simple: “with 
conscious discipline, purging the ranks of wavering factionalist 
petty bourgeois elements, the party developed into a monolithic 
revolutionary unit.”31 

In short, if there were absolute discipline, absolute obedience, and 
absolute unanimity in carrying out the decisions, everything in the 
country would be in order. This concept of a “strong hand” policy 
is consciously or subconsciously shared by many Yugoslav decision- 
makers. On the other hand, the rigidity of the new dogma of self- 
government and decentralization restricts the freedom of maneuver 
of the genuinely progressive forces. But, as we shall see, there are 
also enlightened centralists and dogmatic decentralists and vice 
versa. It must not be forgotten that the upper echelons of the 
ruling elite came to power in their late twenties or early thirties. 
Their origin, recruitment, view of the world, schooling, cohesion, 
and circulation were shaped in the formative Stalinist period of 1941 
to 1950. The main cross-currents of the recent past and the present 
are therefore not a mere conflict of generations, but a conflict of 
concepts and of personalities. While the crucial battles are waged 
more and more in terms of national colors, the pace of the changes 
is also influenced by the remnants of a long forgotten phase: the 
dizzy and heroic days of fighting, missionary zeal, leftist extremism 
within the country and in the Balkans as a whole. 


——- 
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Capitalism without capitalistsP 


In broad daylight on a Friday in August 1967 the director of a 
transport enterprise in the Serbian city of Nis, Blagoje Popovic, was 
literally thrown over a wall onto the street by a group of embittered 
workers. The twelve culprits later conceded that they might have 
been somewhat “wrought up” at having received lower wages than 
they had expected. The same day four directors decided to leave 
their jobs in the industrial town of Smederevo, near the capital, 
giving as the chief reason their inability to cooperate with the 
workers’ councils that had appointed them. Three days later, in 
Zagreb, the capital of Croatia, 2530 workers of a battery plant went 
on strike demanding that their plant separate from the larger con- 
cern with which they had merged barely a year before, after the 
production staff unanimously voted to do so. During the same month 
workers in three other factories struck because they were dissatisfied 
with their take-home pay, which had been calculated according to 
the profit-loss yardstick, theoretically the standard basis for income 
distribution. 

The attack on the director, which subsequently kept the courts 
in Nis busy for many months, the resignations, and the strikes are 
only a few examples within the span of a single month of the ten- 
sions in Yugoslav factories. But how to explain the case of the 
Union Bank of Belgrade, one of the largest banks in the country, 
which holds one-fifth of the aggregate savings deposits? On a certain 
day the bank had no liquid funds and its current account was 
frozen by the Public Auditing Service. On the following day, how- 
ever, the accounts showed a substantial surplus. Somewhat Iater, 
the governor of the Central Bank explained that there had been no 
question of the Union Bank being insolvent. It was merely a “mo- 
mentary situation” owing to the fact that his proposal that a system 
of special reserves be held in the securities of the Central Bank had 
been rejected by the bankers for fear of a “disguised centralization 
of funds.” Another amusing and highly revealing story was reported 
in the same period. From this small Balkan country no fewer than 
two hundred firms submitted competitive bids to build a factory for 
Libya. Only one-third of these enterprises would suffice to carry out 
such construction in Yugoslavia itself. 
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A few weeks later, many Yugoslav households and industries 
felt tangibly what J. K. Galbraith has called the “natural inclination” 
of the modern corporation toward “a brutal and anti-social egotism,” 
even under the conditions of socialist self-management. From one 
day to the next, the Electric Power Community, representing power 
companies in the different republics, cut off power for four hours, 
blaming shortage on the weather. An angry government hastened 
to make it clear, however, that the companies had given no ad- 
vance warning and that for a considerable time the thermoelectric 
(coal using) plants had been working below optimal capacities. 
The power companies had deliberately kept the output of thermo- 
electric plants at low levels and overused hydroelectric power. Why? 
Simply because of prices and costs. Since water-generated electric- 
ity costs one-third to one-fifth as much to produce as thermal 
power, and since the rates charged to the customers are nevertheless 
the same, this meant a large—and unauthorized—profit for the 
electric companies. Furthermore the electric power system is 
not truly unified. As Borba, the leading Belgrade daily, pointedly 
remarked: “Certain power communities behave in this field as if 
they owned it. Poor connections among the various regions, mutual 
bargaining and relations, which have nothing to do with real busi- 
ness relations, explain the curious fact that in some republics power 
supply has often been cut while at the same time there has been 
plenty of power in other republics,”8? 

The strikes by embittered workers who in theory are supposed 
to run their factories themselves, the exodus of numerous directors, 
the “momentary insolvency” of a leading bank, the behavior of the 
power companies and the lack of any coordination in that key sector 
are only some of the many facets of what seems to many casual ob- 
servers—and to even more Yugoslavs—to be chaos. The Yugoslav 
brand of socialism is a unique system with institutions and structures 
that are as different from those of the Communist East as they are 
from those of the United States or Western Europe. Even the word 
“system” is not an accurate description of what is in fact a vast under- 
taking that has been going on for more than fifteen years, taxing 
economic resources, political nerves, and the fabric of society. 

The so-called Yugoslav road to socialism is in fact a unique series 
of experiments in economic and social development undertaken by 
a Communist regime that, since the early fifties, has not looked to 
the Soviet model and has remained independent of Soviet dictation. 


a 
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Its central features are: the experiment in industria] democracy 
called workers’ self-management; an attempt at grass-roots democ- 
racy without overthrowing the Communist monopoly of power, 
which might be described as local self-government in the framework 
of communes (urban or rural districts); and finally, a search by 
trial and error for a viable alternative to either private or state 
capitalism (the latter is the Yugoslav term for the Soviet-type sys- 
tem ), referred to as socialist market economy. 

The distinctive and exciting feature of the Yugoslav politica] scene 
is the continual flux and evolution of an unfinished system and a 
doctrine built piece by piece. Experiments of all kinds, from indus- 
trial reorganization to the revamping of the delicate mechanism 
regulating relations between nations and republics, are freely tried 
out and discarded. The official doctrine is still, on the face of it, the 
Holy Script, Marxism-Leninism. But by drawing on bits and pieces 
from scattered statements of Marxist thinkers and at the same time 
borrowing freely from the economic theories of the bourgeois West, 
the Yugoslavs have devised many sets of constantly changing insti- 
tutions, adapting them with uninhibited daring to practical needs. 
However much Yugoslav reality has differed and still differs from 
theory, in one crucial sense at least the Yugoslav Communists have 
remained faithful to the statement spelled out in the last sentence 
of their lengthy 1958 party program: “Nothing that has been created 
should be so sacred to us that it cannot be transcended and super- 
seded by something still freer, more progressive and more human.” 

As a result of the many experiments within the great experiment, 
Yugoslavia has become a most puzzling, bewildering, and confusing 
country—in appearance at any rate—to fellow Communists, Western 
businessmen, orthodox economists, and political scientists of every 
school. Events do not take place in terms of either orthodox Com- 
munist doctrine or Western “conventional wisdom.” It takes time to 
realize, or rather feel, that there is a crucial difference between what 
seems to be there, what is reflected in diplomatic dispatches or 
occasional news reports, and what is really going on. It is the con- 
tinuing reality rather than isolated policy statements that provides 
the key to the Yugoslav enigma. 

Nowhere is it so easy to fall prey to one of the two main extremes 
as in Yugoslavia, and this author has been no exception to the rule 
during his many visits to the country. The first, which may be called 
simplicistic optimism, tends to accept statements at face value and 
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regard progressive slogans as facts pointing to a new form of demo- 
cratic socialism. The other dismisses the elaborate system of work- 
ers’ management and local self-government as meaningless window 
dressing for a Communist dictatorship, which for all its verbal acro- 
batics would never dream of giving up its monopoly of power. 

The confusion is if anything intensified if the visitor listens to 
Yugoslavs when they attempt to expound their ideas and explain 
their system. Self-management, self-government, direct democracy, 
socialist market economy are the “in” words, while such terms as 
étatism or statism (standing for uncontrolled interference of the 
state), authority (meaning command based on concentration of 
power), and centralism (deciding in Belgrade or in the capitals of 
the republics over the heads of those concerned about vital 
economic and political matters) are the “dirty” words. At the same 
time, each of these words means something different to different 
persons or interest groups. A bank director in Zagreb may thunder 
against the concentration of funds in Belgrade and give the impres- 
sion of being an ardent decentralist. But actually he may well be a 
“mini-centralist,” a republican centralist, who wants to administer 
the funds from above, or to grant credits geared to political consid- 
erations and not to economic common sense—the difference being 
that he does it himself and within the framework of his own re- 
public or region. 

One hears Yugoslav Communists say things that would warm 
the heart of any “free enterprise” advocate. State intervention? 
Must be cut to an absolute minimum. Price controls? Very unde- 
sirable—imposed temporarily for some vital goods, but to be removed 
as soon as possible. Taxes? Accepted with great reluctance and 
should not stifle efforts to maximize profits. Yet, one also catches, in 
addition to Adam Smith, echoes of every conceivable socialist idea— 
not just Marx, let alone Lenin, but the early socialists and syndical- 
ists, Owen, even more Proudhon, plus a strong dose of anarchism 
or anarchosyndicalism. 

“There were in their times some interesting anarchists. We all 
read about them or some of their works. But to my best knowledge, 
Yugoslavia is the first country in the world where anarchists have 
been and are still in power!” This is how a Western ambassador, 
himself an erstwhile socialist, introduced one of his dispatches to his 
government. A distinguished American political scientist dryly re- 
marked “. . . it can be said that were Yugoslavia not a one-party 
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state, its constitutional and administrative structure would Jead to a 
most appalling chaos.”3? Another observer came much closer to the 
crux of the problem when he described it as one of equilibrium 
coupled with momentum, “for the state is in the position of a 
cyclist who cannot move forward until he has learnt to keep his 
balance, and yet can only find his balance by moving.”*4 

The recent and current history of Yugoslav communism may be 
compared to a stormy voyage into uncharted seas with many of 
the key personnel still doubtful about the wisdom of having em- 
barked. The captain and his senior staff initiated the voyage, orig- 
inally intended as a cruise along the coast. But they did not take 
into account the strength of the wind, the shape of the ship, the 
abrupt changes in mood among sailors and passengers, and count- 
less other factors. On top of everything, their original compass was 
either defective all along or proved useless once they encountered 
unexpected storms. For quite some time they have been cruising the 
high seas far away from the coast. The other shore is not yet in sight, 
and meanwhile the captain has lost much of his former self-con- 
fidence and even more his undisputed authority. Neither he nor the 
younger officers, who would like to take the helm, can agree among 
themselves just which course would be the fastest and safest. Yet 
however long the journey, a return to the coast is impossible. 

This voyage started on June 26, 1950, the day after the outbreak 
of the Korean War, when Marshal Tito first proclaimed the slogans, 
“Factories to the workers—management of production by the pro- 
ducers!” On the same day a law was passed handing over the man- 
agement of all factories and business enterprises to the workers and 
establishing the institution of workers’ councils. This was a momen- 
tous departure—in the making of which the “direct producers” had, 
of course, no voice—from the Soviet model. 

To be sure, the beginning of the great experiment in industrial 
democracy, economic decentralization, and eventual democratiza- 
tion of political and social life stemmed from political and moral 
aspirations rather than economic expectations. After they had begun 
to expose the basic defects of the Russian pattern and to condemn 
Stalinism as a dictatorship of bureaucracy over the proletariat, the 
Yugoslav Communists had to devise some way out of the ideological 
blind alley. A Communist regime cannot stand still; it needs a 
doctrine. The Yugoslavs had to find an innovation that would avoid 
even the slightest suspicion of a return to capitalism, set them as 
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far apart as possible from the Soviet model, and present an accept- 
able alternative, however hazy in form, to the hundreds of thousands 
of party faithful. 

Tito’s chief ideologists at that time, Milovan Djilas, Edward 
Kardelj, and the late Boris Kidric, found the tool. The Stalinist 
system, so ran the Yugoslav argument, corrupted and polluted the 
ideas of the great Marxist thinkers, and the remedy lay in the return 
to the original “unspoiled” concept. Stalin identified the state bu- 
reaucracy with the state and the “withering away” of the state with 
its consolidation under the pretext of a continual sharpening of the 
class struggle. But the state must not only “wither away” as an 
instrument of suppression; its apparatus, its functions, and its inter- 
ference in such fields as economy, education, culture, etc. must also 
vanish. Self-management, and not the state and an all-powerful state 
bureaucracy, must be the main instrument in the building of social- 
ism. 

The trouble was, of course, that neither Marx nor Lenin had said 
much about this. Apart from some snatches of Marx’s Civil War in 
France and Lenin’s State and Revolution, there was nothing in 
their voluminous writings about workers’ self-management. Even 
their few relevant statements were either revised later by Marx or 
not put into practice by Lenin. Communists are, however, always 
able to get around such seemingly painful conflicts between theory 
and practice by a reference to Engels who said that Marxism was 
“no dogma but a guide to action” or to Lenin’s dictum that Marxism 
cannot be regarded as something “completed and sacrosanct.” This 
is what Communists call “creative Marxism” or “creative application 
of the theory,” which means in plain words that practically any- 
thing can be done in the guise of “creativity,” provided it is pro- 
moted from above by the men in power. 

Thus it happened that the Yugoslav leaders who had opted for 
the maintenance of their power, and consequently for national in- 
terests as against unconditional ideological solidarity with Moscow, 
within two years already posed a major ideological challenge to 
Stalinism both as a dogma and as an socioeconomic system. The 
system of workers’ councils and of delegates to producers’ chambers 
had, of course, nothing to do with Marx or Lenin. It was an updated 
version of pure syndicalist and anarchist ideas. The erstwhile left- 
ists, extremists, or “sectarians” embarked on an experiment to revamp 
the economic and state structure, and the further they progressed 
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the more they violated the very principles upon which their system 
had been built. 

To be sure, the rhetoric has all along been more impressive than 
the reforms. The bold summons to wage war on state bureaucracy 
and to erect a genuine system of self-management was followed 
by actual measures that were super-cautious and highly conditional. 

The experiment in industrial democracy and economic decentrali- 
zation, accompanied by a marked but limited increase in freedom 
for the average person, was launched and controlled by the party 
leadership. But its creators underestimated the inherent dynamism 
of economic competition, which is pregnant with political risks. As 
Dusan Bilandzic, one of the country’s top labor experts, once re- 
marked, “The entire period from 1950 to 1965 marks in fact only 
the birth of the self-management system.” Nevertheless the competi- 
tive forces unleashed by the establishment of workers’ councils 
mercilessly demolished the facade of the “Great Lie” and exposed 
three sets of contradictory problems insolubly linked with one an- 
other: how to combine the advantages of a decentralized system 
regulated by the market mechanism with the general lines of a plan 
that established over-all priority targets; how to fit the Communist 
party into a decentralized market economy and decide what role 
it was to play in an increasingly diversified society once actual 
decision-making was no longer in the hands of the party hierarchy; 
and how to strike a viable and acceptable balance between eco- 
nomic efficiency and social considerations, between the “have” and 
the “have not” nations and areas. The first problem cannot be solved 
without the second, yet both are interwoven with and increasingly 
dominated by the national tensions that as early as 1961-62 came 
into the open as the central problem of Yugoslav life. Despite these 
dilemmas and the countless additional problems characteristic of 
any technologically primitive society subjected to rapid moderniza- 
tion, the over-all record has been impressive, both compared to the 
past and, even more, compared to the performance of the Commu- 
nist-ruled countries adhering to the Soviet model. 

To see how much of the Yugoslav system is appearance and how 
much reality, one has to turn first of all to the changes in the econ- 
omy, one of the main pillars of bureaucracy. By paraphrasing a 
term coined by Galbraith, this system, where the producers are at 
the same time collective entrepreneurs, could be called “capitalism 
without capitalists” or “socialism without the control of society.” 
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When the Yugoslav leaders decided to find an ideological alterna- 
tive and felt compelled to bridge, partially at least, the gulf be- 
tween the rulers and the ruled, they offered the people working in 
the economy the illusion of power. The irresistible logic of the eco- 
nomic and social forces, however, transformed the illusion of power 
into a power of illusion that gradually became a prime mover of de- 
velopments, animating them from below. This is not a matter of 
mere semantics, but constitutes the underlying core of the shifts, 
changes, and struggles of the past fifteen years. Workers’ coun- 
cils without a meaningful autonomy would be a mockery of self- 
management. To fill the form with some content, the party was 
soon forced to put powers into the hands of enterprises. 

The innumerable changes in enterprise autonomy were connected 
with the problem of striking a balance between too much and too 
little decentralization and with the political conflict between those 
who said that liberalization had gone too far and those who main- 
tained it had not gone far enough. The essence of the changes pro- 
claimed in 1950 and carried out in a piecemeal fashion was the 
transition from administrative orders to economic regulators, from 
command to initiative. For anyone accustomed to the highly 
sophisticated economic tools in the developed West it is difficult to 
gauge the enormous theoretical and practical significance of this 
departure from the Stalinist model. 

In the Stalinist economic system, millions of economic decisions 
were taken on the basis of faulty data derived from an irrational 
pricing system and coordinated by a centralized high command 
through a myriad of orders. The main features were: political inter- 
ference at all Jevels, suppression of initiative, and the fact that the 
orders issued from the center “were not binding on those above, but 
had to be implemented without question by those below.”®* Pro- 
duction had an absolute priority over consumption, heavy industry 
over light, industry over agriculture. The role of the individual enter- 
prise was of a cog in an elaborate administrative structure in which 
government machinery was completely merged with the party or- 
ganization and economic management. Literally everything an enter- 
prise did, from the prices of materials and costs of production to 
wages and sales, was set by the higher authorities with profits paid 
into and deficits automatically covered by the state budget. 

Given the single-party Communist system as such, based on the 
public ownership of the means of production, the device of workers’ 
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councils represented Yugoslavia’s first major step toward more free- 
dom, not only in economic but also in political and social life. The 
introduction of workers’ management and the gradual widening of 
their powers changed business organizations from receivers of com- 
mands from above into increasingly independent risk-takers. 

The technique of organizing this new form of management and 
of running current operations has remained the same and is fraught 
with built-in contradictions between “participatory democracy” and 
efficient management. In every enterprise (in factories as well as 
in commerce, transport, schools, hospitals, civil service, etc.) a 
workers’ council, which, depending on the size of the labor force, 
can have fifteen to seventy members, is elected by secret ballot. It 
has a mandate for two years with half of the membership renewed 
every year. Decisions are made by majority vote. The council elects 
a management board of at least five, including the director, who is 
responsible for day-to-day management. The council usually meets 
once every month or six weeks, while the board meets at least twice 
a month. There is no financial compensation for being a member of 
either body, and no one can be elected twice in succession or more 
than twice in all to the council or the board. The job of director 
is advertised in the press, and applicants are interviewed by a com- 
mittee made up in equal proportions from the local authorities and 
the workers’ council. The director has to be reappointed every four 
years, but the council can dismiss him any time. Previously, dis- 
missals were subject to approval by the communal authorities. But 
since the commune (the district administrative unit) often had 
disputes with the enterprises—being directly interested in their 
operations through communal taxes and levies—many directors 
tended to side for obvious personal reasons with the “outsiders” 
rather than with the workers’ councils. As a result of many such 
bones of contention, responsibility for the dismissal of the director 
and other competences have been transferred to the councils. The 
director can, however, go to court to claim restitution or appropriate 
compensation. 

Thus workers are supposed to play the role of shareholders; al- 
though they lack the education to make or even understand a com- 
plex technical choice, they are quite capable of comparing their 
earnings with others in the same branch. One may, of course, 
immediately point to the danger of putting the cart before the horse, 
that is, concentrating on distribution rather than on the creation of 
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profit. This does indeed represent a brake on progress. Yet, once 
again, within the given system, profit incentives are infinitely supe- 
rior to the Soviet method of compulsion to meet planned targets 
(more often than not geared to faulty signals) and bonuses for 
overfulfillment of the plan. 

As the wages paid to the employees are tied to the productivity 
and profitability of the enterprise, the workers, as stockholders, push 
the management to seek higher earnings. The management in turn 
has to “sell” its ideas to the workers’ council and convince it that they 
are good. The incentive of seeking higher pay via higher profits 
is bound to improve efficiency and compel staff and management 
to maximize cost-saving innovations®*—at least, in theory. 

Despite many defects and considerable political “back-seat driv- 
ing” by powerful vested interests, the Yugoslav model has changed 
the rigid Stalinist system beyond recognition and produced a con- 
siderable sum total of economic decentralization. Through a series 
of laws in 1952, 1954, 1958, and 1961, enterprises were given 
important powers to operate on the market according to their own 
decisions and at their own risk. The real changeover actually started 
in 1954, when state financing was abolished and investment funds 
were separated from the state budget. Starting with the meager 
concession of being able to elect or dismiss the workers’ councils, 
by the end of the fifties the enterprises planned their production 
independently, marketed their products, bought raw materials, de- 
cided on employment, made their own arrangements with foreign 
firms, and enjoyed increasing freedom in investing their capital and 
distributing their profits. Though projected bold reforms in 1961 
were temporarily frustrated by bureaucracy, the enterprises could 
henceforth divide their net earnings independently once they had 
paid their federal and local taxes. 

Parallel reforms from 1953 to 1964 gradually introduced a work- 
ing market mechanism with government contro! maintained through 
price and investment, fiscal and monetary policies. State admin- 
istration was drastically reduced; the six republics and the communes 
(there are at present 517 such local administrative districts) were 
given increased powers in political and economic decisions. Minis- 
tries were abolished and only a few administrative state secretariats 
remain. Enterprises are no longer in any way subordinate to the 
central institutions; they form their own branch associations and set 
up business chambers to represent their interests. 
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The constitutional reform of 1953 established a bicameral basis 
in local self-government and also at republican and federal levels, 
and the new Constitution of 1963 made the entire system even more 
complicated, with a corporate structure resembling in some ways 
Mussolini’s Italy. The communes described as “the basic social- 
political community based on self-government by the citizens” 
constitute “the political foundation of the uniform social-political 
system.” Each commune has an assembly elected by universal 
suffrage and a so-called Council of Producers elected on a vocational 
basis in enterprises, thus excluding self-employed peasants and arti- 
sans. The actual parliaments—the Federal Chamber and the Repub- 
lican Chambers—are also elected directly, while the members of 
the four vocational chambers (education and culture, economic mat- 
ters, social welfare and public health, and political administration ) 
are elected by indirect suffrage from the local Councils of Producers. 

The point is that local government, at least in the economic sense, 
has had a growing impact on business operations, investment de- 
cisions, and economic developments. The communes have received 
steadily increasing financial revenues from their local enterprises, 
from local taxes and a variety of levies including the license fees 
paid by private artisans. Managing schools and welfare institutions, 
controlling a large segment of prices, and investing from their own 
independent funds in housing and public services, the communes 
have gradually surpassed many enterprises and the weak branch 
offices of an imperfect, albeit chronically overhauled banking system 
as the financial nerve centers of their respective areas. 

The wide executive powers and large financial resources given 
to the communes in the course of administrative and economic 
decentralization may well have been intended as political window 
dressing, but economically they were in many cases almost suicidal, 
thanks to reckless investment commitments. For many years both the 
local authorities and the republican bureaucracies were stimu- 
lated by their share in the personal earnings of the employed to put 
pressure on the enterprises to employ excess labor. The new regu- 
lations introduced in 1961 eliminated the pressure but encouraged 
the communes to “double” their share in the earnings of the enter- 
prises by creating or financing unnecessary new firms. 

Despite the great strides made in the field of enterprise autonomy, 
their freedom remained limited because government bureaucracy 
at all levels kept control of over 70 per cent of investment capital. 
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The workers could dispose of their net profit only after the social 
community (the Federation, republics, and communes) in one form 
or another had already appropriated on the average half, but in 
many cases well over half, of the enterprises’ net profit. At the same 
time, until 1965 investment resources remained centralized and 
decision-making on size, location, and financing of investment proj- 
ects was decided ultimately by political factors rather than economic 
considerations. 

Investment financing was decentralized on paper, with part of 
the funds for fixed investments shifted from the state bureaucracy 
to the communal and republican authorities. The credits provided 
from the centralized funds, that is, from the money earned by but 
taken away from the efficient producers, were used partly to chan- 
nel subsidies to inefficient enterprises, partly to build large new proj- 
ects, while modernization and reconstruction of existing capacities 
were neglected. 

Sailing under the unofficial slogan of “A little to everyone,” the 
disease of “investomania” infected the communes and republics. As 
the Croat leader, Vladimir Bakaric, put it in 1961, “Everyone wants 
to develop his own region, and that is the reason each region believes 
that some factory, no matter what kind, must be built there.”37 
Factory chimneys became status symbols in the mountain bastions 
of Montenegro and the wooded hills of Bosnia. The building and 
fate of countless “political factories” and the future of the cen- 
tralized funds and overambitious commitments have become the 
central issues of economic policy since 1961, polluting the general 
atmosphere and eventually sparking off the great and continuing 
clash between centralists and decentralists. 


Freedom in little spoonfuls 


“You should judge us not in terms of our achievements but by our 
motives,” Dr. Najdan Pasic, then director of the Social Science In- 
stitute in Belgrade, said to me once when we were discussing the 
countless contradictions between lofty declarations and hard facts 
in Yugoslav economic and social life. 

Despite war devastation, the enormous damages caused by the 
Soviet blockade, and the military threat posed by Stalin’s Russia, 
which necessitated defense expenditures to the tune of some 1.2 
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billion dollars between 1948-53, the country has achieved some of 
the highest growth rates recorded by any nation at a similar stage 
of economic development. To be sure, Western aid, predominantly 
American, loans, grants, and surplus sales totaling 1.8 billion dollars 
in addition to some 700 million dollars worth of military supplies, 
helped to save the country from famine, if not from economic dis- 
aster through a critical period.*8 But the country is burdened with 
underdeveloped regions, which account for 4o per cent of the terri- 
tory, and its growth rate, averaging 7.6 per cent yearly in the 1952— 
65 period, could well have been more balanced and less costly both 
economically and socially had it not been for this handicap. Neverthe- 
less the record is impressive by any standards. 

The growth of the Gross National Product during the ten-year 
period 1952-62 was the second highest in the world; the increase of 
industrial production at an annual rate of 12 per cent, and that of 
farm output at 3.7 per cent, the third highest. Industrial output in 
1967 was eight times higher than prewar levels; agricultural per- 
formance was up 54 per cent. National per capita income, a mere 
$140 (at present prices) before the war, stood at $149 when the de- 
centralization experiments were launched. By 1966 it had jumped 
to $550, and the planners reckoned that by the end of the sixties 
Yugoslavia would reach the 1965 development stage of Austria or 
Italy.5°* 

Figures, however, cannot remotely illustrate the economic, socio- 
logic, and psychologic impact of the consumer civilization that has 
gradually begun to dominate the life and expectations of the average 
person, so long smothered by the slogans and commands of a 
Stalinist administrative system. Though accumulation (investments 
through forced savings) had priority over consumption until 1963, 
the decentralized system gave a powerful push to consumption, 
which doubled between 1953-63. Choice, variety, and quality of 
goods improved vastly, due partly to the appearance of imports in 
the shopwindows. In addition to market economy, income sharing, 
and production incentives, consumer credits also stimulated demand 
and spurred the employees to eam more money. Mass consumption, 
mass communications, leisure pursuits, and last but not least the 
test of comparison, first as a result of the influx of foreign tourists, 


* The target is, however, unlikely to be reached in view of the subsequent 
performance in 1966-67 when GNP grew only by 4 per cent in two years, in- 
stead of the projected 7~10 per cent annually. 
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then from the increasing number of Yugoslav workers abroad, have 
combined to change the consumers themselves. 

The advent of the consumer civilization has been accompanied 
by a cultural revolution, which created a new technocratic, scien- 
tific, and educational elite. There are now 170,000 students taught 
by 15,000 professors as against 17,000 and 1,200 professors before 
the war. By the end of 1966 the number of university graduates 
reached about 400,000. A parallel demographic revolution reduced 
the proportion of the agricultural population from the prewar 76 
per cent to less than half of the total population, with over 1,000,000 
people shifted to towns. 

For anyone who has made a number of visits to the country the 
evidence of progress is striking. The main cities of Croatia and Slo- 
venia with their well-stocked shops, traffic, parking problems, and 
unrestrained sale of Western newspapers are almost on a par with 
the average Austrian or Italian city. Coming from Bucharest or Sofia 
or even Budapest, the traveler finds himself in an utterly different 
world. Nothing could illustrate the gap between Yugoslavia and the 
neighboring Communist countries better than the sight of the many 
East European tourists storming the shops and supermarkets, which 
offer a choice and variety of goods still regarded as scarce or luxury 
products in their own countries. Every summer in the beautiful an- 
cient cities on the Adriatic coast one sees many Hungarians and 
Czechs, and occasionally Bulgarians, standing amazed before the 
shopwindows, virtually ignoring the priceless treasures of Venetian 
and Dalmatian architecture. 

Considering the incredibly low starting levels and the fearful 
odds against which the country had to fight, the growth of car owner- 
ship and the spread of consumer durables is particularly astonishing, 
There were only 8,500 cars registered in 1952. By 1961 the figure 
stood at 75,000 and then jumped fourfold to 274,000 in mid-1967. 
This means that one in 72 Yugoslavs owns a car, compared to one in 
246 seven years ago. The leading Yugoslav car factory is currently 
producing 50,000 cars under a license from the Italian Fiat company 
and intends to increase its yearly output to 100,000 units by 1969. 
The number of such consumer durables as refrigerators, washing ma- 
chines, other household appliances, and television sets doubled on 
the average between 1964 and 1967. 

Compared to even small neighboring non-Communist Austria, 
let alone to the more developed West European countries, the figures 
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are, of course, still modest. Every eighth Austrian has a car, which 
means that in terms of relative population there are almost thirty 
times as many cars as in Yugoslavia. Bearing in mind, however, that 
the bulk of the cars are registered in the more industrialized north- 
western parts—Slovenia and Croatia—which account only for one- 
third of the total population, the gap is much narrower. In fact, the 
density of traffic and parking problems in Ljubljana, the Slovenian 
capital, are as bad as in any Austrian or Italian city of the same 
size. Over-all comparisons are misleading in the case of a country 
where the national income per head in the north is still three times 
as high as in the south. 

While still lagging behind the West, Yugoslavia is a consumer 
paradise compared to the other Communist-ruled Balkan countries, 
which started more or less at the same development level immedi- 
ately after the war. Yugoslavs grudgingly admit that the general 
standard of living has increased compared to prewar levels, but peo- 
ple do not think in terms of comparisons over a span of twenty-five 
years. Even aside from the fact that over one-third of the employed 
is under thirty (i.e. either was not alive or was a small child before 
the war), the Yugoslavs, like people everywhere, judge the improve- 
ment in their living conditions mainly from one year to the next, 
or at best over a period of two to five years. Objectively speaking, 
no realistic comparisons with prewar levels for the population as a 
whole are possible—partly because of the many changing compo- 
nents (real wages, consumption, and the transformation in consumer 
habits, housing, social security, etc.), partly due to the lack of 
sophisticated statistical tools to measure millions of variables in real 
terms. 

If one talks to the people and compares earnings and prices it 
soon becomes evident that even the relative affluence—by Balkan 
standards—is enjoyed by a minority. Official statistics stated that 
in 1967, for example, average monthly earnings in the social 
sector (excluding private farmers, artisans, and professional peo- 
ple such as lawyers, etc.) were 73,000 dinars (1 dollar = 1,250 
dinars ).* But 10 per cent of the employed earned less than 40,000 
and 19 per cent more than 100,000. At the same time a man’s suit 
costs 38,000 to 50,000 dinars, a raincoat 23,000 to 35,000, a shirt 


* Prices and wages are meaningless if converted into dollars; here and else- 
where they serve as guidelines to the purchasing power of wages and salaries 
in a given country. 
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from 2,800 to 6,000, a pair of shoes from 5,000 to 8,000. As for 
women’s clothing, a coat costs 35,000 to 45,000, a dress 20,000 
to 33,000, light summer dresses 13,000 to 18,000, pullovers and car- 
digans from 4,000 to 12,000, and shoes from 5,000 to 7,000. The prices 
refer to goods of poorish or medium quality, but in fairness one 
must also add that their quality has continually improved and more 
and more fashionable goods, mainly shoes, leather goods, and cas- 
ual clothes, are attractively designed. 

If one adds that an average employee has to pay roughly four 
months’ wages for a television set or refrigerator and no less 
than the equivalent of thirty to forty months’ earnings to buy 
such small continental cars as the Volkswagen or the Renault, it 
is clear that cars and consumer durables are beyond the reach of 
most people. The power to spend freely is enjoyed by a very thin 
layer indeed. Yet even such telling comparisons between earnings 
and prices are no reliable yardstick to gauge progress in this country. 

Until the great economic and social changes known as The Re- 
form® that began in mid-1965, a considerable part of the standard 
of living was an economic illusion created by state subsidies, that 
is, by money taken away from the efficient producers. One of the 
country’s leading economists, Janez Stanovnik, told the author that 
40 per cent of the standard of living had not been earned but 
subsidized by the state. Thus, for instance, a worker's family of four 
spent a mere 5 per cent of its income on rent. Health services, 
transport, and social security in general were financed by funds 
from the national income, but the debts piled up by the various 
institutions ultimately became an intolerable burden. Once a real 
effort is made to put the economy on a self-supporting basis, rents, 
fares, and social security contributions by individual persons have 
to go up steeply. This in fact has been happening since The Reform 
was launched, knocking out some of the key props of an artificially 
created “standard.” This, of course, has caused widespread discon- 
tent, particularly among the worst hit categories of lower paid 
workers, 

The admittedly low earnings of the vast army of unskilled workers, 
however, by no means tell the whole story of their daily lives. Soon 
after The Reform was officially launched, I visited Pliva, a phar- 


* The Reform with capital letters stands for the latest and most radical re- 
vamping of economic and social life, as distinct from the previous experiments 
and changes. Officially it began in July 1965. 
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maceutical factory in Zagreb. The management was, of course, 
very much in favor of The Reform, which by reducing the fiscal 
burden on enterprises sought to increase the share of the income 
allocated to them from 51 to 71 per cent. There was much talk 
about the foreign exchange system, investments, and exports. Yet it 
was a short encounter with an unskilled female blue-collar worker 
that gave me a real insight into the social realities behind the statis- 
tics. She was working more or less as a cleaning woman in the fac- 
tory, having come to Zagreb about eighteen months earlier. When 
she told me that she was earning between 45,000 to 50,000 dinars 
and staying in a rented room with her husband, also employed by 
Pliva, I vividly imagined how difficult they must find life in the 
Croatian capital. Then she added that they had just bought land 
and were building a house in the suburbs. “How can you afford 
to build a house?” I asked, not hiding my amazement. “We got a 
bank credit of 60,000 dinars and another loan,” she replied. “But 
how will you pay back the credit plus interest?” Her answer was 
again straightforward. “We have not sold our farm, but leased it to 
relatives and neighbors.” One did not need to calculate long to figure 
out that this unskilled worker lived considerably better than the en- 
gineers of Pliva with a take-home pay of 100,000 to 110,000 dinars. 

No less than 1.65 million of the employed belong to the mixed 
income category. They are in fact worker-peasants or peasant- 
workers, taxing the communal services and paying contributions 
from only a part of their actual earnings. It is estimated that 40 per 
cent of the workers still live in rural communities; in Zagreb the 
Croat union leader Milutin Baltic told me that about three-quarters 
of the unskilled workers are commuters from nearby villages. The 
rapid urbanization was due not only to the attractions of urban com- 
munities, but perhaps even more to the prohibitive taxes levied on 
the five million private farmers working on almost go per cent of the 
arable land with their holdings restricted to 10 hectares. On top of 
this, agricultural prices were until the mid-sixties kept at artificially 
low levels, and only a fraction of the funds was channeled to the 
agrarian section, mainly to the favored socialist segment, the state 
farms operating in the most fertile regions of the country. 

The rural exodus went ahead at a much faster pace than the de- 
mand for workers in the socialist sector, swelling the “pool” of un- 
skilled labor. This in turn led to steadily increasing unemployment, 
decreasing productivity, and a rising spiral in the cost of urban 
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housing and communal services. One cannot in fairness put all the 
blame for the difficult problem of unemployment on the new Yugo- 
slavia. Rural overpopulation has long plagued all the Balkan coun- 
tries. According to conservative estimates, 43 per cent of the 
peasants, or five million people in the countryside, before the war 
were “superfluous.” Overpopulation in this context means the sur- 
plus over the number of rural producers who, under European con- 
ditions, can meet average standards.*° 

The obsession, even under the decentralized system, with over-all 
industrial growth instead of selective growth did not, however, help 
to solve chronic ills. Indeed in the long run it aggravated some of 
them. Agriculture was neglected and exploited, despite the fact 
that a rapidly rising demand for food for the growing urban and 
industrial population, not to mention the millions of foreign tourists, 
could not be satisfied and made ever increasing imports of food 
necessary, thus contributing to a rising balance of payments deficit. 
To make things even worse, Yugoslavia has one of the highest rates 
of population growth in Europe, owing to the “demographic ex- 
plosion” in the most backward areas among the Macedonians, Bos- 
nians, and the one million Albanian minority. 

The rising rates of unemployment and later emigration were a 
bitter pill for a Communist government to swallow, the more so 
since Communist theory holds that large-scale unemployment is 
“inherently impossible” under the conditions of a socialist system 
based on public ownership of the means of production. Yugoslavia 
has, however, faced up to the unpalatable truth. It became the first 
Communist country to publish exact figures about the number of 
workless, employment trends, and emigration. Even before The Re- 
form really started to hit the inefficient plants, there were by the 
end of 1967 about 260,000 unemployed officially registered with 
the labor exchanges, not including 60,000 university or college grad- 
uates looking in vain for jobs. If one adds to this figure those work- 
ing abroad, the “real” rate of unemployment would be almost 15 per 
cent, or, if one counts only the migrant workers who left during 
the last two years, just over 10 per cent.* 

In plain words, this means that there are nearly 600,000 people 
either jobless or working abroad compared to an over-all labor force 
of three million in the socialist economy, excluding administrative 
and social services. The government has wisely made a virtue out of 
necessity and undertaken a variety of measures to organize and 
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control emigration and to attract back as much as possible of the 
migrants’ earnings with the bait of special interest rates and fa- 
vorable terms for purchasing cars and consumer durables. Mi- 
grants’ remittances almost doubled to 100 million dollars in 1966 
and are making an increasingly precious contribution to the shaky 
payments balance. While other Communist governments let out only 
a trickle of tourists and for the time being at least would not even 
dream of allowing hundreds of thousands of their proud socialist 
citizens to be “exploited” by foreign capitalists, the Yugoslavs are 
becoming more and more business-minded, weighing the advan- 
tages and disadvantages of migrants. The press and the officials 
freely admit that, given the existing domestic situation, they can see 
only blessings, such as fat remittances, acquisition of new skills, 
and a reduction in the amount of unconcealed unemployment. In 
fact, any slackening of demand in the West for foreign workers 
would be a severe loss. It is amusing, but also typical, that Yugo- 
slav newspapers followed the 1966-67 recession in Germany with 
anxiety instead, as one might have expected, of being light-hearted 
about this confirmation of the “inevitable doom of capitalism.” 

Aside from the ominous sign of highly skilled people accounting 
for a steadily larger proportion of the emigrants, the medicine re- 
quired for a real cure of the economy and its long-term integration 
into the international division of labor would be a drastic cutting 
down of featherbedding in industrial enterprises, and thus even 
more unemployment. Over the years I have heard many unofficial 
estimates from economic experts. Some estimated that 500,000 
workers, office employees, and low-ranking bureaucrats in the state 
and local governments would have to be dismissed or shifted to 
other branches; others, that 20 to 30 per cent of the existing enter- 
prises will ultimately have to be closed down if The Reform is to be 
a success. Until there is a major structural change, Yugoslavia can- 
not hope to be internationally competitive, yet nobody is willing to 
face the immense political risk of launching a frontal and politi- 
cally premature attack on the ailing and in fact incurable segment 
of the economy. 

“Our basic and continuous problem is that a poor small Balkan 
country wants to get rich quickly, and how should one reduce the 
pain to a minimum? Or in other words: Should the government 
be a government of the rich or one of the poor?” This is how Leo 
Mates, former Undersecretary of State and Ambassador to the 
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United Nations, one of the far-sighted thinkers, sees the nature of 
the dilemma. The conflict between what is spiritually desired and 
what is economically needed, between social considerations and 
economic viability, between mitigating the effects or dealing with 
the causes, is at the root of the economic problem. But the only way 
to change the causes is political. 

What makes a Communist system, even at its mildest as in Yugo- 
slavia, difficult to bear for the average citizen is that it is so condi- 
tioned and animated by the device of campaign and concerted 
mobilization that in a sense it simply cannot stand still. Thus since 
The Reform got underway it has become fashionable for everyone 
to insist that he is in favor of this “surgical operation.” This is the 
repeat performance of the shadow boxing that characterized the 
previous battles between centralists and decentralists. On countless 
trips to Yugoslavia, I have never met a single manager, economist, 
or political bureaucrat who would speak out against self-govern- 
ment as such or against The Reform. As the central organ of 
the party pointed out barely three months after The Reform started 
with a batch of economic measures, including the promulgation of 
some forty laws, “There is, of course, no frontal attack against The 
Reform, but attempts to dilute and distort its aims through compro- 
mises and concessions. Nobody denies the necessity of certain sac- 
rifices provided it is not ‘my collective, my commune, my region.’ 
Similarly, everyone recognizes that one should not yield to localistic 
and separatistic demands endangering over-all aims, provided they 
affect someone else.”4? 

The Reform’s original intention was a genuinely creative attempt 
to put the country on an internationally competitive level. As such, 
it is not a campaign but a painful and long-drawn-out adjustment 
to economic realities. As Leo Mates told me with an ironic smile, 
“Many politicians cannot or do not want to grasp the fact that The 
Reform is not a storm which will later subside, but an entry into the 
open sea where there will no longer be calm.” One of the architects 
of the great experiment, forty-eight-year-old Kiro Gligorov, said 
in a private conversation two years after the official launching that 
The Reform might last for well over a decade and that its most 
difficult phase was still ahead. This able Macedonian rose in the ranks 
of the federal state apparatus from being one of the numerous as- 
sistant secretaries of the government to Finance Minister and then to 
Deputy Premier within a period of five years. His successful career 
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was in no small degree due to remaining faithful to the golden rule 
he formulated as early as 1961 in a talk: “We have no dogmatic 
prejudices, none whatsoever. .. .” 

Who could imagine that a high-ranking Communist leader would 
go on television and discuss, before millions of viewers, without a 
touch of false optimism, the crisis in employment. That is what 
Kiro Gligorov did in April 1967, the day after our conversation. The 
whole thing would have been as incredible two years earlier as the 
now-routine weekly television programs or open-ended discussions 
about party reorganization, prices, and the salaries of top officials. 
Unemployment and the threat of a rise in the number of workless 
was perhaps the main topic in the country in 1967. “We should 
rid ourselves of the illusion of full employment,” Gligorov stated 
flatly and added that “a complete solution is a question of decades.” 

What then is a partial solution? The only avenues of escape seem 
to be inducements to the peasants to return to or stay on the land, 
the creation of new jobs in the service, or tertiary activities. Both 
remedies are, of course, risky in a Communist country where the 
state and local bureaucracy in administration and in economy has 
been imbued with a crusading spirit against private property and the 
pernicious capitalist methods of “exploitation of man by man,” and 
is also genuinely alarmed about the threat to “socialist relation- 
ships.” The campaign against the rapidly expanding private sector 
has not, to be sure, sprung from purely ideological motivations, but 
rather from a very real fear of a dynamic competition that might 
show up many small enterprises as being inefficient. This in turn 
would place the position of local functionaries and “socialist busi- 
nessmen” in grave jeopardy. 

Though the farmers are still second-class citizens in the political 
sense of the word, who are not represented in legislative bodies— 
which means that almost half of the population is outside the 
self-government system altogether, there is no doubt that they and 
the producers of basic raw materials were the “winners” of the 
initial phase of the economic spring-cleaning. Under the impact of 
more realistic prices and the breaking of many financial shackles, 
the peasant holdings became more interested in production, and 
aided by good weather the entire agricultural sector surged ahead. 
A record maize harvest in 1965 and peak wheat production the 
following year, as well as steeply rising exports of basic and proc- 
essed farm products, helped the balance of payments and gave a 
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push to consumer demand. Over-all farm output in 1967 was up 
11 per cent over the figures for 1965, and the private farmers 
are estimated to have earned 180 million dollars more than dur- 
ing the preceding period. 

One of the more depressing features of trips to Communist-ruled 
countries are visits to the collective farms patterned after the Russian 
kolkhoz. While it may be true that every revolution must break up 
the peasantry, because only by the destruction of the peasant econ- 
omy can the society gain sufficient surplus from agriculture to 
invest in industry, the Communist regimes “succeeded” so well in 
taking the scraps of land from the smallholders by naked force and 
threat that they have plunged their countries into a chronic agri- 
cultural crisis. On paper, the fiercely individualistic peasants have 
become wage earners and obedient members of the collective farms, 
who are usually allowed to move to the towns or change their resi- 
dence only with an official permit. In reality, they are prisoners of 
war, still hoping for a change and riveting all their attention and 
care on tiny private plots, usually up to half a hectare, they have 
been permitted to keep. Thus whenever Communist governments 
are forced to do something about the plight of agriculture they are 
compelled to make concessions to the proprietary instincts of the 
peasants; they increase their tiny private plots, allot more fodder 
to their private livestock (usually one cow, a couple of pigs, and 
some poultry ), and increase purchasing prices. 

Since Yugoslavia abandoned forcible collectivization in 1953, the 
socialist sector has been increased only by the purchase of land or 
by economic cooperation. But even as late as 1963-64 agriculture 
accounted for only about g per cent of the total investments; during 
the period of Stalinism until the early fifties, the figure stood at a 
mere 4 per cent.*® The policy of increasing the socialist sector 
through more subtle pressures on the pirvate farmers has under- 
gone many changes; there has never, however, been a return to 
the open coercion of the past. 

In the long run, small peasant holdings with an average of 4.4 
hectares (almost go per cent of the farms have fewer than two 
hectares) are uneconomic and must cooperate with one another in 
some form to exploit their unused capacities, to utilize improved 
techniques of production, to market their surplus, and to get suffi- 
cient credits. By “socialism in the village” the Yugoslav leaders, 
sobered by past experiences, mean respect for and maintenance of 
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private land ownership, combined with a close cooperation with the 
socialist enterprises. This cannot be done through exhortations, let 
alone covert threats, but only with the bait of attractive financial 
incentives and tangible advantages for the peasants who, not with- 
out reason, are suspicious and distrustful of government initiatives 
as such, The example of the state farms, where the productivity is 
at least twice as high as on the collective farms, sounds highly attrac- 
tive in the official Yugoslav publications, but less so to the obstinate 
and often semi-educated peasants tenaciously clinging to land they 
have owned for at least a generation. 

On a Sunday in April 1966, about nine months after the drastic 
change in agricultural price policies as part of The Reform, I drove 
to the village of Martince in Serbia, about fifteen miles off the main 
road between Belgrade and Zagreb. The untarred, potholed road 
shook the car mercilessly, and the little village surrounded by flat, 
rich land lay in guileless isolation. It looked like most of the vil- 
lages in the Pannonian Plains, which comprise the fertile regions 
of Hungary and Rumania—a couple of grocery stores, a few shops, 
a movie house, and the ubiquitous “House of Culture” serving the 
threefold purpose of a snack bar, conference hall, and club. 

Though only some 3 per cent of the land in Yugoslavia is farmed 
collectively (6 per cent by state farms and other agricultural enter- 
prises), I had decided to see what a Yugoslav “collective farm” 
looked like. The talks began in a small circle with the chairman of 
the cooperative and three members of the managing board. It being 
a Sunday morning, however, we were joined by more and more 
peasants. By the end there were some two dozen people in the small 
room and I was able to gauge the temper of the place. 

Martince has about 4,500 inhabitants, and until 1953 the whole 
village was one large collective farm. Now there are 238 full mem- 
bers who work the land acquired by nationalization or through com- 
pulsory sales over the 10-hectare limit. But there are also 600 private 
farmers associated with the cooperative. Half of them leased over 
50 per cent of their holdings, the rest Jess than that, to the coopera- 
tive. The entire area farmed by the cooperative embraces 5,470 
hectares, of which 3,270 belong to private farmers who are mem- 
bers of the cooperative. It is run under workers’ management similar 
to that in industry; it produces maize, wheat, and sugar beet, and 
raises livestock. 

Aside from the fact that anyone can quit the cooperative at any 
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time, the important point is that it is organized and run along 
strictly business lines. In some cases it farms the land of private 
farmers on a share-crop and cash basis for the duration of one or two 
crop years, according to a contract. Cooperation has many different 
forms, but it is always based on the principle that profit is shared 
in proportion to the contribution made by each partner, and profits 
are calculated for each individual business deal. The cooperative 
provides tractors, seeds, fertilizers, weed killers, etc., and em- 
ploys twelve agricultural engineers to advise members on technical 
matters and provide other services. 

The Martince cooperative also buys and sells the crops and live- 
stock from the farmers and acts as chief distributor of investment 
funds and loans to private farmers. One of the most profitable forms 
of cooperation is supplying pedigree stock to private farmers for 
breeding. One of the most successful breeders, a thirty-four-year-old 
private farmer, joined our round table discussion toward noon. He 
had delivered 140 pigs to the cooperative. Well-dressed and self- 
confident, he had just sold his Volkswagen and bought a new 
model. 

As a result of price adjustments, the cooperative had increased 
its net earnings by 15 per cent. After a heated debate, my hosts 
calculated that the average cash earnings amounted to 100,000 
dinars monthly. Although the figure was as much as a skilled worker 
or a young engineer in industry earned at that time, I suspect it 
was an exceedingly cautious estimate. The cooperative can export 
its products freely and import whatever it desires, provided foreign 
exchange is available. For example, the Martince farmers sold 200 
wagonloads of maize to Bulgaria and other countries. They wisely 
insisted on payment in dollars, and the management was able to im- 
port some badly needed heavy machinery from Western Germany. 

In contrast to Bulgarian and Rumanian villages where one sees 
only bicycles, scooters, and motorcycles, Martince—that is, its inhab- 
itants and not the cooperative as such—could boast at the time of 
my visit, according to a quick improvised count among my conversa- 
tion partners, of possessing seventeen small and medium tractors, 
fifteen cars, and five trucks. In short, the cooperatives that are based 
on voluntary association in the form of contracts with peasants re- 
semble the cooperative ventures one would expect to find in the 
Scandinavian countries and have hardly anything in common 
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with the collective farms of the Soviet Union or elsewhere in East- 
ern Europe. 

The two and a half years since the major change in agricultural 
policies have given a tremendous push to the purchase and import 
of tractors and other machinery by the private peasants, Whether 
or not they are working with the cooperatives, the farmers, par- 
ticularly in the fertile regions of Serbia and Croatia, are spending 
more freely than at any time since the war. The imports of trucks 
and tractors in 1967 trebled in comparison with the previous year. 

Yugoslavia in the sixties is passing through a fundamental social 
upheaval in which many cherished myths and old assumptions are 
at last being questioned. Within this ferment, the liveliest and often 
most vicious controversies revolve around the private sector, in both 
agriculture and the services. Granted that without furthering 
private initiative there is no hope of absorbing even a part of the 
labor surplus, at what point will the coddling of the private entre- 
preneurs pose a danger to the socialist system? Can one encourage 
small-scale commodity production which, as Lenin once said, breeds 
capitalism “every hour, every day’? What is to be done if it ob- 
viously also breeds prosperity, provides jobs, and stimulates de- 
mand for products of the socially owned industry? 

Repression is unquestionably the safest and surest way to quell 
political fears. But it also ruins a potentially significant segment and 
adds to the grave problems besetting the rest of the economy. De- 
centralization inevitably brings in its wake a variety of attitudes 
toward private farmers and entrepreneurs. As soon as private pro- 
ducers are doing well, especially if they indulge in “conspicuous 
consumption,” some communal authorities immediately clamp down 
and levy hefty local taxes, thereby stifling initiative at the very be- 
ginning. Other communes, particularly in the more developed and 
outward-looking areas, try to protect the hens that lay golden eggs— 
for the local authorities as well as for themselves. 

The most frustrating agricultural restriction is, of course, the 10- 
hectare limit for peasant holdings. This is prescribed even in the 
new Constitution of 1963. But none other than a commission 
of the party’s Central Committee, or, more correctly, the majority 
Opinion, came to the conclusion in the autumn of 1967 that “there 
should be no fear even of increasing the maximum limit for private 
arable land to 15 or 20 hectares.”44 The makers of agricultural 
machinery realized that the rising demand for their products and 
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for building materials offered an unexpected chance. The peasants 
grasped the simple fact that German or Italian machinery was 
cheaper than the homemade product. The mutual and simul- 
taneous realization of this truth not unnaturally tangled the issue 
in a mesh of disputes about the advisability of restricting imports, 
increasing tariffs, or introducing import quotas. The basic fact is, 
however, that a new and steadily enlarging market for all kinds of 
agricultural machinery has appeared. A Croat official underlined 
the situation by comparing Yugoslavia, where there is one tractor 
for every 400 hectares, with Germany (one for 7 hectares), France 
(one for 18), and Italy (one for 28). With the six republics of Yugo- 
slavia gaining ever-increasing competences, it is quite possible that, 
even if there were a stalemate at the federal level, Croatia or Slo- 
venia might take the plunge and single-handedly increase the size 
of the holdings. 

Tempers are still more inflamed and problems more varied when 
private artisans or caterers appear on the scene. If an enterprising 
individual decides to build a small motel with a snack bar on the 
Adriatic coast or opens a shop in a Serbian city, he virtually places 
a time bomb in the midst of the local political “establishment.” 
There it is, the country-wide political agony in a minute mirror— 
What to do with this “personalized” private sector? Soon weighty 
political discussions tinged with envy start in the countless commit- 
tees of political organizations. The communal committee puts the 
case on its agenda and consults the local party organization. Then 
follow the sessions of the veterans, the socialist women, the socialist 
youth, the “Socialist Alliance of Working People,” and all other 
bodies with the exception of the Boy Scouts, all dealing with the 
same “socio-economic issue”: Should one allow the entrepreneur to 
ear more money than the “working people,” or should one nip 
this “socio-economic” danger in the bud under some convenient 
pretext? All this is not a malicious satire, but very real, albeit with 
the important proviso that the impressive list of political bodies 
actually embraces only a very small circle, often consisting of the 
same people; they may step forward at one meeting as old fighters, 
at the next as tested Communists, and at the third as “puzzled” 
socialist citizens, 

There have been what the Yugoslavs call “two crusades” against 
private artisans and caterers; the first in the immediate postwar 
period, the second in 1962 when Marshal Tito and the centralists 
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made what was apparently their last concerted effort to tighten 
the reins on everything. The campaign went ahead at such a dizzy 
pace that soon not only electricians and pastry shops, but also bar- 
bers and watchmakers became “scarcities,” and the public vented 
its anger in a flood of Jetters-to-editors. Tito himself was compelled 
to issue warnings against the local hotheads in January 1963, and 
soon afterward parliament alleviated the excessive fiscal burdens 
put on the private sector and passed more liberal] regulations about 
the maximum number of employees. Caterers were allowed to have 
a staff of three and artisans five. 

The confidence of the people in the promises of the government 
and particularly in the economic common sense of the local authori- 
ties had, however, been thoroughly shaken. By 1964 only some 
102,000 private workshops were registered, less than in 1959. But 
economic liberalization and the staggering increase in the number 
of foreign tourists spending their holidays in Yugoslavia have grad- 
ually created the conditions for a new upswing. 

Although old-timers still eye the private entrepreneur with un- 
concealed disgust, the dynamism of private initiative has surpassed 
the most optimistic expectations and caught even the powerful op- 
position off its guard. With 20 million foreigners passing through 
and millions staying in the country, with the foreign currency intake 
multiplying within a few years to over 200 million dollars in 1967, 
the provision of lodgings, motels, restaurants, snack bars, and other 
services has become the single most crucial bottleneck and limiting 
factor on the boom. Yugoslavia is participating in the European 
tourist traffic only to the extent of 1.2 per cent. With a scenically 
magnificent 1,238-mile long Adriatic coast and breathtakingly beau- 
tiful mountainous regions, there are virtually no limits to the 
expansion of tourism—provided the Yugoslavs improve the tertiary 
sector and communications and do not price themselves out of this 
intensely competitive business. 

In the fifties the coastal area was as beautiful and certainly more 
romantic than today, but almost completely devoid of roads, let 
alone facilities. One by one the beaches began to be connected by 
a highway, built partly by World Bank loans. By 1963 a large stretch 
was completed, and the spaces of a seemingly limitless coast have 
now been filled in. Yet the greatest difference has been the emer- 
gence of countless small and attractive motels, cafeterias, and 
restaurants, owned and run by private entrepreneurs. Many munic- 
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ipalities help people building four- to six-room houses with the 
explicit purpose of catering to tourists. The price of an overnight 
stay in such a private house is usually about $1.25, of which the 
communal authorities pocket 30 to 40 cents. The builders are mostly 
employees in the “socialist sector,” mainly from the “peasant- 
worker” category. 

There are also far more ambitious ventures, and many entre- 
preneurs violate the legal restrictions by employing ten or even 
twenty persons with the tacit approval of the communes. The ex- 
pansion has been so unexpectedly rapid that there are no over-all 
statistics. In Serbia alone, more than 12,000 handicraft shops were 
set up in 1965-66. There are many new restaurants in the suburbs 
of Belgrade, Zagreb, Ljubljana, and other big cities as well as in 
the countryside. In Croatia, by the autumn of 1967, about 80 per 
cent of the road haulage was done by privately owned trucks whose 
number had doubled to 17,000 in eighteen months. The association 
of Croatian authorities issued decrees entitling artisans, caterers, 
and teamsters to health, retirement, and accident insurance. The 
association of private artisans in Belgrade estimated that at least 
100,000 new workshops would be opened once health insurance 
regulations became more liberal there. 

This private sector could eventually offer several hundreds of 
thousands of people employment. Since the beginning of 1966 the 
most authoritative Communist papers have stressed that “there is 
nothing inherently wrong or immoral if someone—by our standards 
—eams a lot of money, provided it is a reward for his own efli- 
ciency.” Whether enterprises are going concerns can be tested only 
in the market—this is, at least in theory, one of the key principles of 
The Reform. When, for instance, a socialist enterprise in the town 
of Sombor leased to private entrepreneurs four cafeterias that had 
been operating at a loss, and the same places with the same staff 
became flourishing businesses within a few months, the advantages 
of private initiative could not be denied. As a popular Belgrade 
daily remarked, “The working day has certainly become longer, but 
the monthly take-home pay, previously often a mere 25,000 dinars, 
has also increased to 250,000 dinars!” 

No wonder the newspapers do their best to convince those local 
politicians who, in the words of Borba, believe they are performing 
great services for socialism when they hinder the opening of work- 
shops or levy prohibitively high taxes on the owners. “Does the 
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ghost of capitalism haunt the private shops?” The Zagreb paper 
Vjesnik u Srijedu posed the rhetorical question only to reply with a 
firm “No,” since it is self-evident that private catering establish- 
ments flourish where socialist ones fail, and one cannot judge “the 
level of socialist relationships” by the presence or absence of private 
enterprise in retailing, handicraft, or catering. Economists point out 
that “under the conditions of a socialist economy, private property 
need not necessarily lead to a capitalist relationship, but can be 
completely integrated into the socialist system.”*5 It is quite 
evident that despite the mortal danger of the “exploitation of man 
by man” the socialist citizens of this socialist country gladly take 
that risk and suffer from “exploitation” if they can double or treble 
their earnings. 

These issues are not secondary matters on the fringes of great 
political debates but the hard core of transition, doubt, and dissent 
in a society where nothing seems as simple as it used to be. Eco- 
nomic realities and technological compulsion, not political will or 
ideological precepts, trigger the chain reaction that challenges the 
values of the system itself.* 

Socially, politically, economically, Yugoslavia is in a state of flux. 
It is no longer a separate and self-sufficient entity, isolated from the 
whirlpool of change in the West. I never understood this so clearly 
as in a chance encounter with an old Serbian farmer. Coming from 
Rumania, I gave him a lift from near the border to the next village. 
When I told him how lucky the Yugoslav peasants were compared 
to their opposite numbers in Rumania and Bulgaria, he nodded ap- 
provingly: “I know it. We got back our land after the trouble with 
Stalin. Yes, you are right, we live better than those over there. But 
I also know through my son and other relatives who worked there 
how the Austrian and Swiss peasants live. But how can I scrape 
together three and a half million dinars for a small tractor? The ten 
hectares are just not enough. . . .” 

His remarks reflected in microcosm the crucial dilemma of the 
Yugoslav regime. The old man, like my next hitchhiker, a young 
student who had just returned from a trip to Vienna and was plan- 
ning to travel to Italy during the holidays, was so far removed 
from conditions in other Communist-ruled countries that he was 

* During the student riots in June 1968 in Belgrade, the pent-up bitterness 


of the young erupted primarily in such slogans as “Down with the Red Bour- 
geoisiel We demand social equality!” 
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not even aware of the tremendous differences. Friends in Belgrade 
teased me after I held forth about their “privileged life” compared 
to the conditions I had just witnessed in the neighboring countries. 
They would organize lectures to be held in small circles, they said, 
so that “our morale will be improved.” 

Alexis de Tocqueville long ago noted that a little progress is a 
dangerous thing: “. . . experience teaches us that, generally speak- 
ing, the most perilous moment for a bad government is one when it 
seeks to mend its ways.”4® The social upheavals in Yugoslavia, so 
often ignored by casual observers who subdivide this dynamic 
process into static, isolated elements, strikingly confirm the truth of 
Tocqueville’s celebrated dictum. A good statistical case can be made 
that in the past decade Yugoslavs have made significant gains. But 
this has helped only to whet their appetite for more, rather than to 
satisfy it. 

Alone among the East Europeans, Yugoslavs can get out of their 
country; passports, valid for two years and an unlimited number of 
journeys, are issued almost as readily as in a Western country. For 
twenty countries visas have been abolished. Almost 3 million people, 
15 per cent of the total population, traveled abroad in 1967, mainly 
to Italy, Austria, and Germany. In other words, Yugoslavs look to 
the West and not the East as a yardstick to measure the scope and 
pace of domestic progress. Given a glimpse of the “promised land,” 
what earlier could be borne in apathy—relative poverty, lack of 
opportunity, backward environment, the ignorance of the decision- 
makers—becomes intolerable. 

The daring program to save the system by radical reform, to 
create some kind of unity and stability out of dissension and restive- 
ness, is implemented amid controversies so acute that victors and 
losers alike are embittered. On occasion, these terms even become 
interchangeable. But there have been changes in the decision- 
makers as well as among the population at large. The passage of 
time has had a profound impact on the political climate, once ex- 
clusively dominated by leftist radical extremism. 

The crusading zeal of the Communist activists has ebbed. They 
no longer set the tone of the country. The opening of the borders 
has been accompanied by a heightened sophistication about the 
world and Yugoslavia’s place in it. A spreading skepticism and dis- 
enchantment is setting its stamp on the youth who are fed to the 
teeth with slogans and blocked from the jobs for which they had 
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been trained. Once awakened and given a breath of hope, educated 
Yugoslavs are not willing to suffer patiently the barriers of ignorance 
erected against a civilized existence. 

As Bakaric once put it, “Centralization versus decentralization is 
often posed in the fashion of should I alone or five of us have the 
power to decide. But the basis does not change. Giving freedom in 
little spoonfuls cannot be a genuine solution.”47 The savage con- 
flicts of the new Yugoslavia are not about a single party or multi- 
party system, capitalism or socialism. The battle waged at all levels 
is between the solidarity of “equal stomachs” and progress by higher 
productivity linked to higher incomes, between ignorance and effi- 
ciency, between rule by consent and rule by command, between 
technocratic dynamism and bureaucratic immobilism. 

What happens when group pressures collide, when the interests of 
different plants or regions clash? Who should decide if there are 
conflicts and tensions between group interests? The reformers say: 
the market mechanism, controlled and influenced by an increasingly 
pluralistic society. The conservatives say, or rather whisper: the 
party controlled by a self-appointed, tested top leadership. This con- 
tradiction lies at the heart of the power situation in Yugoslavia. 


The party in search of a role 


“The party wants to lead—but it does not know where to,” re- 
marked the high-ranking Yugoslav official, and then almost as an 
afterthought added, “in fact, the real problem is what to do with 
the party as such.” In a sense the relationship between the Com- 
munist party and the decentralized system resembles a marriage in 
which neither partner can live with or without the other. Instead 
of remaining an infallible supreme mediator of group interests and a 
center of unity keeping economic and administrative decentraliza- 
tion within bounds, the party with over 1 million members, 35,000 
cells, and countless committees finds itself in a blind alley, in public 
search of a role, in the midst of a desperate attempt to save itself 
through radical reform. 

In theory, the party is the vanguard, the motor, the inspirer of 
progressive social developments. In fact, it has used the elaborate 
devices of self-management and decentralization merely as a front 
to mask the unimpaired monopolistic concentration of superior 
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power in the hands of the top party chiefs. In theory, since 1952, the 
party has carried out its political and ideological activities chiefly by 
persuasion and is not a direct leader. In fact, its entire machine, the 
apparat, has had a vested interest in maintaining the party as the 
one and only center of political power on as large a scale as possible. 

The trouble with the decentralization experiments was that they 
succeeded too well. The dynamic forces unleashed by the leader- 
ship in the early fifties began to erode the center’s power to control 
the economy, the regional and national conflicts, and ultimately the 
party itself. It is the measure of this failure that the institutional 
clashes, which the party wanted to confine if not eliminate, became, 
through the very efforts of those in power, ever more aggravated 
until they reached the point at which not only the reform but the 
federal state of six republics was at stake. 

The halfway and quarterway solutions so typical of the entire 
period from 1952 onward cannot be explained by the confusing 
pattern of reconciliation and discord with Moscow or by Marshal 
Tito’s ambitions in the international arena. It is the deep contra- 
diction between product and creator, the democratic core of a theory 
of industrial democracy and market socialism however imperfect, 
and the totalitarian character of a single party dictatorship, no 
matter what image it projects, that provide the breeding ground for 
the problems and also for the lack of trust. Regardless of the self- 
management legislation, there has been a sharpening split between 
the real decision-makers accountable to no one and the risk-takers 
who have had to bear responsibility for implementing decisions. 

Witnesses to a yawning gap between lofty principles and dis- 
appointing practice, the people refuse to believe what the party 
tells them it is doing and plans to do. The mass media and a vast 
organization fed the population an endless diet of lengthy explana- 
tions about the party’s functions. Yet in the autumn of 1967 when 
an opinion poll was organized among 340 Slovenian high school 
students, the results were astonishing. Asked if they knew all the 
tasks and the role of the party, 81 per cent answered, “Not well 
enough,” and g per cent flatly declared “they were not aware of its 
role at all.” A somewhat different poll was carried out by the Social 
Science Institute in Belgrade. The pollsters asked a sample cross 
section of adults what they knew about the party reform, which by 
then had been in the foreground of public discussions and elaborated 
in numerous articles and speeches for over a year. Sixty-six per 
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cent admitted they had no idea whatsoever what the party re- 
organization meant. 

The confusion is if anything worse in the ranks of the party itself. 
The leaders have been split for a fairly long time over the basic 
political and economic issues. Marshal Tito and the majority of his 
closest collaborators in the Belgrade center, mainly Serbs and Mon- 
tenegrins, never intended to allow the various experiments to weaken 
the chain of top-to-bottom political command or alter the basic or- 
ganizational structure of the totalitarian state. The tensions, diffi- 
culties, and dissonances appeared to these men, accustomed to 
unlimited and uncontrolled power, as temporary in nature; to be re- 
solved by the old technique of applying new names to the same 
realities, devising some new institutions, and issuing proclamations 
promising palliative measures, The leadership as a whole, not to 
mention the tens of thousands of activists, have all along conspicu- 
ously lacked the psychological readiness to take the medicine re- 
quired for a cure. 

One of the ablest and perhaps most down to earth of the Yugoslav 
philosophers, Mihajlo Markovic, has exposed the dilemma facing 
the leaders succinctly and soberly. “An underdeveloped predomi- 
nantly rural society cannot avoid that phase of development in which 
an elite, in the best of cases a genuinely revolutionary elite, will try 
to create, through maximum mobilization of the masses and use of 
coercion conditions necessary for self-government, i.e. industry, 
working class, an intelligentsia, school system, and mass culture. The 
question however arises, that once those conditions are attained, 
will this elite find moral strength to decide voluntarily to go on to 
the essential part of a socialist revolution: the establishment of self- 
government and consequently its own elimination as a power elite? 
Or will a few decades of intense power concentration change its 
social structure to the point where it will want to be the personi- 
fication of society, to preserve its political and material privileges 
forever and be not only the brain but also the iron fist of the his- 
torical process?’”4® 

For fifteen years the answer to this basic question was a qualified 
“Yes.” In fact, however, at every crucial juncture, whenever the 
issue was at razor’s edge, the answer was a firm “No.” In no society, 
and least of all in one ruled by a militant ideologically inspired 
party, do bureaucrats wish to deprive themselves of their functions, 
power, and jobs. The paradox of the Yugoslav experiments lay in 
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the often-forgotten fact that they have had to be implemented by the 
state bureaucracy and the party machine. In plain words, the oppo- 
nents of the reform are the ones to decide how far the experiments 
can go—experiments which, if successful, would cut the very 
branches on which they are perched. 

The turbulent developments in Yugoslav economic and political 
life fully confirm the truth of the assessment made by a keen ob- 
server of Communist economics: “In general, effective decentrali- 
zation in a centrally administered economy can take place only 
when carried out on a very broad front all at once, which requires 
intervention from higher quarters and calls for big political battles. 
Centralization, however, can and often does proceed in little steps, 
virtually unnoticed but important in aggregate impact.”*® By putting 
on the brakes discreetly or giving the gas too soon, high government 
bureaucracy at all levels frustrated the attempts at creating a work- 
able market mechanism and strove to discredit industrial democracy. 

It is difficult enough to secure balanced growth and rational and 
optimum allocation and use of resources in a democratic country. 
Under the conditions of technologically primitive Yugoslavia and in 
the framework of a unique system in flux, political interference has 
caused abrupt alterations between “stop” and “go” policies, between 
too high investments or too rapid growth of distributed incomes. 
The domestic consequence of extremely high investment rates, 
reaching 30 to 35 per cent of the GNP in most years, due partly to 
inefficient employment of capital, has been a chronic inflationary 
pressure. To curb excessive demand, price controls had to be in- 
troduced, which in turn slowed down the transition to rational 
prices. This, however, is the essential condition before “market 
socialism” can become a reality. 

Thus measures giving the economy more elbowroom have been 
followed by backsliding into economic and political recentraliza- 
tion at the top level. High bureaucracy blamed enterprise autonomy 
and reckless spending, and identified technical progress with cen- 
tralism. The workers became puzzled and increasingly embittered 
outsiders, reacting emotionally to the intricate complex of technical 
problems with which only experts can competently deal. Many 
workers’ councils began to avail themselves of the possibility of 
taking funds from their enterprise money bags indiscriminately, re- 
gardless of how much they had put in. 

Between 1961 and 1966, during the great battle over the future 
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direction of the entire system, Yugoslavia at times seemed to have 
the worst of both worlds—of decentralization at the bottom and 
centralization at the top, freedom to spend at enterprise level be- 
cause a “socialist factory cannot go bankrupt” and someone will save 
it, and freedom to allocate investments by the political decision- 
makers without due regard for economic efficiency because the 
center was outside the mechanism of social control. No matter how 
formidable the economic problems (which in any case could not be 
solved within the borders of a small market), the real roots of the 
economic and social evils lay in the political distribution of income 
by a handful of decision-makers at the apex and in political inter- 
ference at all levels. 

Bureaucratic centralism and not “anarchic self-management” was 
primarily responsible for the sharpening economic and political 
tensions between the nations within the federal state. As Edward 
Kardelj, then President of the Federal Parliament, pointed out in 
November 1965, the common cause of mounting tensions was to be 
found in the administrative system: “So long as there is a big 
‘federal cake’ created by administrative methods, it can be distrib- 
uted only on the basis of subjective administrative-political de- 
cisions. So long as there are federal cakes, there will also be repub- 
lican and communal cakes. . . . Our main weakness is that we are 
always complaining about national, republican, and local pressures, 
but then either negate them or deal with them on the basis of 
equalization [of incomes]. The economy must be freed of political 
intervention, it must be de-politicized.”®° 

What does the ugly word “de-politicization” mean in plain 
English? It means that everybody, from managers to communal offi- 
cials, from bankers to ministers, should make and not only imple- 
ment decisions without the direct interference of the political bodies. 
“Party discipline must not replace the responsibility toward the 
voters. The government must not hide behind the Executive Com- 
mittee of the party or the managers behind the local party organi- 
sation.”®! In other words, responsibility should be placed actually 
and not only verbally where it belongs—on the shoulders of the 
republican governments and parliaments, of enterprises and com- 
munes. The formal institutions of workers’ self-management and 
administrative self-government should be infused with real meaning, 
because economic reform cannot be successfully carried through 
without political reform. 
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All this has been particularly sharply stressed by many authorita- 
tive party spokesmen since the plenary session of the Central 
Committee in October 1966 decided to prepare a radical reorganiza- 
tion of the party. As the newly elected Secretary of the Executive 
Committee, Mijalko Todorovic, put it: “From top to bottom the 
party organs should divest themselves of executive functions. If 
the League of Communists wants to take the lead in reforming 
society, it must reform itself during this phase. . . . Without re- 
organization, the League would turn into one of the main impedi- 
ments to social development.” The Macedonian party leader and 
one of the foremost reformers, Krste Crvenkovski, enunciated the 
bitter truth: “Nothing essential has happened since the Sixth Con- 
gress in 1952 when we proclaimed that the party should no longer 
be a factor of authority but rather a political, ideological guiding 
force. Our problem is the realization of this concept. . . . Reorgani- 
zation should break the long monopoly held by small groups of men 
at the highest level.” He even went so far as to plead for a full-scale 
reassessment of the classic organizational formula of democratic 
centralism, on the ground that democracy had been merely a shield 
for rigid centralism. In numerous public statements he stressed 
the need to replace the “pretence of a monolithic unity which 
actually never existed” by a pluralistic party in which interest groups 
would be free to maneuver so that ultimately legalized factions or a 
“loyal opposition” might emerge.®? 

Yet it took nearly fifteen years to reach the point at which the 
crucial issues could be posed publicly. Three or four years earlier, 
people went to prison, journalists lost their jobs, and periodicals were 
suppressed if they dared to refer to the party as the backbone of the 
bureaucratic system, a dead weight on progress, and the invio- 
lable shelter for bureaucracy and conservativism. 

There were two turning points—in 1952-53 and 1961-62—when 
Marshal Tito still had enough authority to give the regime a broader 
and more democratic basis, to translate lofty principles into facts 
without tearing asunder the very fabric of the system. The first 
occasion arose after the Sixth Party Congress, in connection with 
the Djilas affair; the second chance was offered when the reformers 
launched a major initiative to put the country on a self-supporting 
basis and gradually to eliminate the economic roots of the national 
tensions. On both occasions, Tito remained true to his early leftist 
extremism, although now in the guise of an elder statesman. He 
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opted for bureaucratic immobilism as against forward-looking dy- 
namism, for centralism instead of decentralization, for the vested 
interests of the party machine as opposed to the democratization 
of social control. His choice was to no small degree shaped by his 
Comintern schooling, by his personal aspirations to play the role of 
a triumphant and vindicated pacemaker in a changing Communist 
world movement, by his willingness to jeopardize the interests of a 
small Balkan country for the sake of a dubious and precarious 
partnership with Moscow and his ambitions as a ranking leader of 
the Third World. 

One of the misconceptions among casual observers is to regard 
Tito as a man who has been moving the party in the direction the 
“liberals” want to go, but who has set a pace slow enough to win the 
grudging consent of the old guard. This assessment has not been 
borne out by actual developments, It was only in the period of 
deadlock between 1964-66, when Tito at last perceived the dimen- 
sions of the danger threatening his single most important non- 
controversial achievement, the reforged unity of the Yugoslav state, 
that he became a balance wheel in the basic split at the top. When 
the cumulative evidence of Rankovic’s success in building up a power 
center of his own, relying on the secret police and the Serbian party 
apparat began to pose an overt danger to the party line committed 
to The Reform and a covert challenge to Tito’s supreme position, 
the then seventy-four-year-old leader sided for the first time in party 
history with the forward-looking forces whom he had only a few 
years earlier helped to push onto the defensive. The people of 
Yugoslavia have had to pay an exceedingly high price for Tito’s 
tendency to force the real issues underground and to maintain a 
highly centralized power structure. 

The stormy period from the preparations for the Sixth Congress in 
November 1952 till the bloodless purge of Djilas serves even today 
as a reminder and a warning of how a meaningful political reform 
can be destroyed from within. It is this memory, as well as the sub- 
sequent course of the next decade, that explains and no doubt 
justifies the widespread popular cynicism with regard to the current 
reorganization of the party. 

In 1952-54, while it was revamping the economic and adminis- 
trative system, the leadership issued a bold summons for a major 
Structural alteration in the role, power, organization, and methods 
of the ruling party. To make the “Yugoslav road to socialism” dif- 
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ferent from what the Central Committee had in June 1952 described 
as the “bureaucratic caste system” of the Soviet Union, the party 
officials had to transform themselves from bureaucrats into educators, 
from local commanders into “missionaries.” The party had to cease 
ruling and governing directly, to rely not on orders but on persua- 
sion and setting the proper example. To symbolize the significance of 
the reforms, the party changed its name to the League of Commu- 
nists of Yugoslavia, and the Politburo, the supreme organ, was hence- 
forth to be called the Executive Committee. The People’s Front, 
which then had some seven million members and acted as an in- 
efficient “transmission belt” for the party, was renamed the “Social- 
ist Alliance of the Working People of Yugoslavia.” The new body was 
intended to provide a “broad enough platform” to enlist the masses 
in the task of government and to deal—under the “general ideological 
leadership” of the Communists—with “concrete political and other 
social questions.” 

The new League of Communists proclaimed in the congress 
resolution: “The League of Communists cannot be and is not the 
direct operational leader and director of economic, government, and 
social life. It is rather, by its political and ideological activities, 
primarily by discussion, to work in all organizations, agencies, and 
institutions for the adoption of its line and standpoint, through the 
activities of individual members.” The League did not claim a mo- 
nopoly in determining the political line of “the struggle for the con- 
struction of socialist relationships.” It also “considers it untenable 
dogma . . . that absolute monopoly of political power by the Com- 
munist party is a universal and ‘eternal’ principle.”** 

Though the leaders made abundantly clear that there was no 
question of giving up one-party rule, let alone returning to a multi- 
party system, the activists among the then 780,000 members, who 
accounted for almost 8.5 per cent of the adult population, were 
not surprisingly plunged into a bewildered passivity and ultimately 
a steadily worsening disarray. It was an unprecedented situation: 
a party that had built up power through the ruthless suppression 
of opposition within and without was now supposed to guide, argue 
with, and prevail over, but not command and bully, the vast ma- 
jority of the population. Though the congress did not mention the 
“withering away of the party,” Tito himself put this delicate issue 
on the agenda in the higher party councils. In his authorized biog- 
raphy he is quoted as saying, “The party cannot go on in the same 
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old way. If the state does not wither away, then the party becomes 

. . an instrument of the state, a force outside society. If the state 
really withers away, the party necessarily withers away with it.”54 

By June 1953, under the combined impact of mounting opposition 
among the hard core of the party and the international relaxation 
following Stalin’s death, the Central Committee decided to tighten 
up party discipline and curtail “petty-bourgeois-anarchist ideas of 
freedom and democracy.” The concept of the withering away of 
the party, the leadership announced, had been misunderstood. As 
Tito said later, “There can be no withering away or winding up of 
the League of Communists until the last class enemy has been im- 
mobilized, until the broadest body of our citizens are socialist in 
outlook.”®> In other words, the new names remained, but nothing 
essential had changed in the Communist dictatorship. The radical 
statements had in practice no effect at all, and by the end of 1953 
about 70,000 “wavering and petty bourgeois” members, who had 
taken the go-ahead signal seriously, were expelled from the party. 

It was then that a fiery Montenegrin sensed the impasse and, 
recognizing the fundamental contradiction in workers’ self-manage- 
ment run by the factory cells of a monolithic party, proposed quali- 
tative innovations and not merely verbal juggling with the role 
of the party. He was Milovan Dijilas, then forty-two, a war 
hero and a member of the leading foursome at the apex of the 
party, a Partisan general and President of the Federal Assembly, an 
ideologist and poet. This rebellious spirit and long-time favorite of 
Tito, an erstwhile Stalinist and extreme Communist who in Febru- 
ary 1942 was instrumental in proclaiming Montenegro an “integral 
part of the Soviet Union” but later became the chief ideologist in 
the battle against Stalinism, challenged the ruling faction in a series 
of sensational articles. 

Whether Tito, as he later said, really read Djilas’ articles pub- 
lished in the party organ only “superficially,” or whether he wanted 
to test the reaction to the impassioned calls for more democracy, is 
today irrelevant. The fact remains that Djilas was the first to reveal 
the basic conflict between the one-party dictatorship and its brain- 
child, the decentralized system and its theory. “There is no alterna- 
tive but more democracy, more free discussion, more free elections 
to social, state, and economic organs, more adherence to the law,” 
Djilas wrote. “New ideas are always the ideas of a minority.” 

Though at that time Djilas had not yet come out in favor of a 
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socialist opposition party, he called for freedom in the party itself, 
the elimination of unconditional discipline, free conflict of opinions, 
and the dismantling of the vast apparat of professional functionaries. 
While his last attack on the mode of living of what he was later to 
call “the new class” precipitated his fall, a showdown with the over- 
whelming majority of leadership was in any case inevitable. The 
“fighters against Stalinism,” already blinded by the dizzy prospect 
of a reconciliation with the heirs of Stalin, wasted no time in isolat- 
ing and destroying their comrade-in-arms in the best Stalinist 
fashion. The articles by Djilas, a man with immense authority and 
prestige, evoked a wide response among many Communists and 
non-Communists with “deplorable consequences,” which Tito ob- 
served “increased as fast as a snowball on a sloping roof.” 

In January 1954 Djilas was expelled from the Central Committee 
and stripped of all his functions. Living under close police surveil- 
lance and socially ostracized, he began an evolution that soon led 
him to become an advocate of democratic socialism and a multi- 
party system. His was a unique case in the history of communism. 
His challenge was a moral and personal act rather than a political 
defiance in terms of seeking power. As a politician he may have 
failed. As a thinker, he was far ahead of his time in recognizing the 
crucial problems of the Yugoslav system. Everything the reformers 
today say and advocate was spelled out years ago by Milovan 
Djilas. 

More than thirteen years after his fall, Djilas, now a mature and 
almost serene man, still sees the granting of political freedom, the 
emergence of currents within the ruling party as the basic issue. 
While still convinced of the need for at least two socialist parties, 
Djilas in the spring of 1967, regarded this as a matter for the distant 
future. “Democracy is a process . . . first of all there must be free- 
dom for the ruling class,” he maintains, and he sees no prospects of 
“revolutionary changes.” After nine years and twenty-five days in 
jail, interrupted by an ill-fated fifteen-month parole in 1961-62, 
Djilas is unbroken, sovereign and self-contained in his manner, and 
no longer views the world as black and white. Though now univer- 
sally recognized as an outstanding writer, he is still deeply involved 
in politics, 

After a four-hour conversation, I left him with the feeling that the 
last chapter of the Dijilas affair is yet to be written. He may land in 
prison again, or he may live in relative liberty. It is unlikely that in 
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the foreseeable future he will once again beome a leading political 
figure. But whether in or out of jail, his ideas, his writings, his books, 
and his presence are bound to have a certain influence on the 
evolving scene. His personal history—he has spent almost one-third 
of his adult life in jail, partly under the prewar regime as an illegal 
Communist, but mainly under the rule of the party he helped to 
bring to power—conveys a poignant sense of the legends of Yugo- 
slavia, which turn heroes into traitors and traitors into heroes. 

Developments have strikingly confirmed Djilas’ warnings about 
the “new enemy,” bureaucracy. Despite the adoption of a new 
party program at the congress in April 1958, which was verbally as 
progressive as ever and condemned by the Soviet bloc as “thor- 
oughly revisionist,” the bureaucracy rapidly became more and more 
powerful. The number of employees in state and local administra- 
tion almost doubled between 1952 and 1961, from 119,000 to 
193,000. After a slight drop for two years, it reached 188,000 in 
1964; following the introduction of The Reform, it fell at last to 
168,000 by the end of 1966. The number of “professional function- 
aries,” those fully employed by the party and other political or- 
ganizations, not counting the federal bodies, increased between 
1961 and 1964 by 61 per cent to 4,716. 

Instead of leading the fight against bureaucracy and exercising a 
real check on its power and privileges, the party itself became a 
shield for and an instrument of bureaucracy. After the Djilas affair 
and during the period of reconciliation with Moscow between 1953 
and 1955, about 273,000 members were expelled, and, even allow- 
ing for the admission of new members, the number of card-holding 
Communists dropped from 779,000 to 642,000. Though membership 
gradually increased to 1,040,000 in 1967, the party has become pre- 
dominantly an organization of officials, administrators, clerks, and 
officers. More than half of the expelled members in 1964-66 were 
workers, and an increasing number of them are currently quitting 
of their own accord. About 7,000 people left the party in 1966, 
mostly blue-collar workers. 

The figures about the social composition of the party speak for 
themselves. Between 1947 and 1966, the proportion of “officials” 
almost trebled, from 14.9 to 39.2 per cent of a much larger total. 
Though the percentage of blue-collar workers rose slightly from 30 
to 33.9 per cent, that of peasants fell from 46.9 to a mere 7.4 per 
cent. If these changes are cause for anxiety, then the gradual disap- 
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pearance of the young from the ranks is justifiably described as 
“alarming.” 

Many of the top leaders and the great majority of the rank and 
file of the Yugoslav Communists were extremely young when they 
came to power. Young people under twenty-five years of age ac- 
counted for almost 4o per cent of the membership in 1951, and the 
average age stood at twenty-nine. By 1967 the proportion of the 
young, who accounted for a steadily increasing share of the popula- 
tion at large, dropped to 11 per cent in the party. There are some 
3.2 million young people (between fourteen and twenty-five) of 
whom about 750,000 work in the socialist sector, 1.5 million live in 
the countryside, and the rest are in schools and universities. But 
the party has only 120,000 young members. “Unable to understand 
the great difference between the proclaimed and the real life... 
between the moral and political profile of a Communist today and 
the one they meet in books, the young men withdraw into their 
privacy and are often forever lost to society.”5° 

As a Croat priest once told me, “Both of us, the Church and the 
party, have failed to win the young people of today. But on reflec- 
tion I think that the party, for all its organizational and financial 
supremacy, has failed even more resoundingly than we have.” 
The young do not want to be bothered by the hollow rhetoric of an 
old-fashioned power elite that continuously talks about reforms but 
clings to power. They seek to build new human relationships and 
long for a civilized existence and personal freedom. “Stop boring us 
with the past” is a slogan typical of the young generation. 

“I regard Bob Dylan as a revolutionary, more revolutionary than 
our fathers who are very happy and proud of their bourgeois com- 
forts, of their Mercedes cars with or without chauffeurs as you 
like. . . .” So opens an article written for the Zagreb Vjesnik by 
D, Tralic, an eighteen-year-old high school student. “At present we 
have more illiterate people than immediately after the war. Educa- 
tion is completely neglected. Our cultural life is ruined. And what 
can be said of our medical care or social insurance? I am accusing 
the generation of our fathers. True, they carried the revolution on 
their shoulders . . . but they have failed to continue it successfully. 
Where are the revolutionaries today? Our parents have become the 
most ordinary breadwinners, while the League of Communists 
seems to many people I know a repulsive meeting place of career- 
ists.” This young student finished his article with a reference to a 
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new revolution to be carried out by the new generation, to a 
communism to be built “by honest people.”57 

The party has become the stronghold of middle-aged bureau- 
crats. From the bottom to the top, however, the dynamics of 
economic and administrative decentralization, the sharpening 
clashes between enterprises and communes, between the republics 
and the Belgrade center, and among the “rich” and the “poor” 
regions and nations, have caused a deepening rift within the 
power elite. This split has had much greater scope, effects, and 
ramifications than the competition for influence between interest 
groups within other ruling Communist parties. The differences in 
dimensions and intensity are due partly to the unique features of 
the administrative self-government which provide new forms of 
political institutions and procedures for group conflicts, partly to the 
multinational character of Yugoslavia. 

Decentralization and self-management, competition on the mar- 
ket, and industrial democracy in the enterprises originally impelled 
an even tighter political control over all activities. Bureaucrats in 
the factories, local government, and state administration changed 
hats, names, and positions, but kept their mental habits and uncon- 
ditional loyalty to the top-to-bottom chain of command in the 
ruling party. On the basis of membership statistics, one can reckon 
that the ruling class consisted predominantly of those 141,000 
people who belonged to the party in 1945. When after 1954 members 
began to be listed according to occupation and not social origin, the 
figure for workers and peasants decreased by 138,000 while the 
number of white-collar employees and army officers increased 
correspondingly. Within this group, the “holders of the Partisan 
Memorial Medal 1941,” the old fighters who immediately joined 
the uprising, constituted the “establishment,” the hard core of the 
new elite. 

From industry to commerce, local to federal administration, the 
Partisans, the “mountaineers” without training, experience, and 
education, were placed in the key positions, while the ranking 
party leaders, often but not always with high school or university 
degrees, became the decision-makers at the top level. The passage 
of time, mass education, the change of generations, and the emer- 
Sence of an educated technical proletariat and intelligentsia have, 
however, increased the number and influence of those who possess 
the professional skills to guide and manage an increasingly com- 
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plex industrial society. Decentralization has created a permanent 
situation for building up group pressures and institutional clashes. 
But the outward trappings of authority and executive functions 
have not been identical with the concentration of real as opposed 
to formal power. Regardless of the strides in self-management, the 
crucial questions have been: Who formulates the options, who 
chooses the alternatives, who has the power to hinder certain 
decisions and where does this power lie? 

It lay in the hands of the party apparat, which gave up formal 
responsibility to run current affairs. Under the conditions of a 
single-party system, workers’ councils were in the beginning simply 
one more transmission belt for the ruling party. With the trade 
unions having no real competences at all, the enterprises were 
taken over by the party organizations. These in turn owed allegiance 
to a party built on the principle of democratic centralism—the ab- 
solute binding force of all directives of a higher organization to a 
subordinate cell. As Lenin once put it, “in order that the Center 

. . may really direct the orchestra, it is essential to know exactly 
who is playing which fiddle and where, who is learning to master 
which instrument or has mastered it and where, who is playing out 
of tune, where and why .. . and who should be transferred to 
correct the dissonances, how and where. . . .”58 

In Yugoslavia, however, more and more players—party secre- 
taries, managers who, as Tito said, “are sometimes more managers 
than Communists,” communal functionaries, ete—began to play 
out of tune despite the neat hierarchical structure of the party. It 
has become increasingly difficult to direct the orchestra in a society 
in which “bureaucratic centralism has given way to bureaucratic 
polycentrism.”®® Self-interested executives and ambitious local 
bureaucrats formed temporary alliances that ran counter to the 
proclaimed guidelines and instructions of the center. As the funds 
began to be dispersed, business and local, republican and federal 
officials also appeared as still unequal partners but already sharing 
a fluid and shifting power. The emergence of many centers of power 
run mostly by small “informal groups” of political bureaucrats, 
technocratic executives, and local officials made a mockery of 
“direct democracy,” but at the same time diluted the power of the 
center from within. 

The party organizations in the enterprises became increasingly 
schizophrenic. If they followed the decisions made by the superior 
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organs outside the factory, they lost all real influence over the 
workers. If they sided with the “irresponsible demands” of the la- 
bor force or with the “narrow group interests,” they were scolded by 
their superior party organs for violation of party discipline and 
for giving in to a backward environment. Communists, of course, 
should lift themselves above such earthly matters as individual 
egoism and group interests. They should struggle against both 
bureaucracy and irresponsibility, “against everything that in the life 
of self-managing collectives and on a broader social plane stands for 
the outlived relations of the old society—against petty-bourgeois 
lack of perspective and selfishness, against social irresponsibility, 
and against the expropriation and restriction of self-management 
rights in the name of false liberalistic and technocratic formulas.” 

When, with the launching of The Reform, economic problems 
began to be tackled in earnest, the inherent contradictions in the 
positions of the party organizations in the economy became almost 
intolerable. As the Belgrade paper Politika put it, there was serious 
opposition on the part of “good Communists” against their election 
as secretaries of a basic organization. “They understand their tasks 
as members of the various elected organs, but the function of a 
secretary seems to them rather foggy. In the past, there was no 
decision in the enterprise without him. Now the situation is differ- 
ent; a political fight is needed. It is more difficult and complex than 
when authority could replace the lack of justified arguments. Many 
Communists have split personalities. On the one hand, as members 
of the self-management organs they are responsible for the decisions 
taken; on the other, membership in the League of Communists does 
not give them the right to put themselves above the elected bodies 
and force the adoption of another attitude.”** 

Still clinging to the myth of the “working class” as the most pro- 
gressive force and the vanguard of social developments, the leaders 
are shocked and appalled when confronted with irresponsible be- 
havior and naked anti-social egotism. They are beginning to dis- 
cover the bitter truth which is so evident in pluralistic democratic 
societies. The leading Slovenian ideologist, now Premier of the 
Slovenian Republic, Stane Kavcic, as well as many others, have 
come to the conclusion that “when they are salesmen, the workers 
demand full freedom and are upset about state intervention. When, 
however, they appear as buyers of raw materials or half-finished 
Products on the market, they call for aid from the state, think that 
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the market is too free, and use ideological arguments to prove that 
everything that is happening is not socialist and not even logical.” 
What do the Communists do in such a situation? In the words of 
Kavcic, some of them are for “strong-arm methods” and demand 
that the party take everything into its hands. Others act simply as 
“transmission” for the management fight for investment funds and 
higher wages. “Communist political activity must not be exhausted 
in the defense of equality in poverty, of some absolute moral, of 
absolute justice.”® 

Economic decentralization and a single-party system have com- 
bined to produce three main situations in the enterprises. In many 
cases, everything is decided by the famous “informal groups,” that 
is, usually by the manager, party secretary, chief of the personnel 
department, and chairman of the workers’ council, often joined by 
spokesmen of the Veterans’ Federation. As the former leader of 
the trade unions, S. Vukmanovic-Tempo, said, the workers consider 
them almost “class enemies, because political, technological, and 
managerial power is concentrated in the hands of a small number 
of the political activists which exerts the greatest influence upon the 
collective.” In the large corporations and banks the outlines of 
what Galbraith calls “technostructure” have emerged—experts, 
planners, and administrators whose decisions due “to the technical 
complexity and associated scale of operations” are actually “re- 
moved from the reach of social control.”** Finally we find “real 
self-management,” where unskilled or semiskilled workers “demo- 
cratically” almost equalize their wages with the salaries of the highly 
trained personnel. 

When the economic situation is critical and prices are going 
up, the main concern of the 150,000 workers’ council members is 
naturally enough the pay check rather than the long-term interests 
of the enterprise or the state of funds. Lacking any real collective 
bargaining mechanism or a fully developed union system, the 
workers, including most of the party members, go on strike, as it 
were “against themselves,” reject the principle of pay according to 
work performed, and, through what is described as a “spontaneous 
revolt,” force the “informal groups” or “technostructure” to sanction 
higher wages. From the first publicly admitted strike in January 
1958 in the Trbovlje mine in Slovenia until the end of 1966, there 
were 1,365 strikes in Yugoslavia. The moment the policing instru- 


YUGOSLAVIA 135 


ment of the party and the secret police are withdrawn, centrifugal 
forces whirl around, carrying through a policy of “equal stomachs.” 

“What we need today are socialist bankers and not honored old 
fighters who can only telephone; able administrators and not 
popular tribunes without any profession,” one of the country’s fore- 
most economists, Branko Horvat, told me several years ago. Yet the 
stifling iron hand of the “informal groups, vertically and horizontally 
linked and passing the most important decisions’® led in many 
firms to what Borba described as the “rule of mediocrities in the 
cloak of self-government.” When one talks about the “managerial 
class” as a whole pitted against “state and party bureaucracy,” one 
must remember that many of the managers even today rose to top 
positions by virtue of their political reliability and the right connec- 
tions. Even in Slovenia, by far the most developed region of the 
country, 40 per cent of the directors have completed only elemen- 
tary schooling, but, as I was told by one of the leading officials, with 
the help of the Veterans’ Federation and often the party they man- 
age to keep the factory gates shut to young trained experts. 

The over-all statistics clearly show that this Balkan “managerial 
class,” like the working class, has no real traditions and consists 
mainly of peasants with a high proportion of illiterates. About 40 
per cent of the managers (in Macedonia 55 per cent! ), 25 per cent 
of the commercial and technical directors, have only elementary 
schooling; one-third of the factories in 1964 did not have a single 
highly qualified person on their staffs and even at the re-election of 
directors in 1966, only 29 per cent of the newly elected were trained 
for their jobs, while 18.5 per cent had had no more than four years 
in an elementary school, and many of them not even that. In mid- 
1967 it was estimated that out of each 100 jobs requiring professional 
skills, only 54 were filled by men with appropriate training. Out of 
264,000 skilled and highly skilled young people who left vocational 
schools and universities during the 1965-67 period, 150,000 could 
not get jobs; it is said that “it is easier to get a degree than to get a 
job.”°° No wonder that the proportion of technically trained 
workers seeking employment abroad rose from 16 per cent in 1965 
to 37 per cent in 1967. 

The built-in incentives for making more money, which are often 
tied to faulty signals in the form of irrational prices, have created a 
unique situation in Yugoslavia. Perhaps no other society is so 
income-orientated as this supposedly socialist one. But the structural 
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defects in the investment, banking, and price systems channel the 
scramble for money in the wrong direction—into distribution instead 
of profit-making. Month by month, often biweekly, the papers 
publish “the leaders and laggards” in the incomes league. A report 
in the October 5, 1967, Borba vividly illustrates what the lack of an 
income policy tied to over-all productivity might mean in a primi- 
tive environment. It said that in July 1967 average incomes were 
82,000 dinars monthly, But earnings varied from 56,000 in the 
timber industry to 138,000 in the oil industry. Workers in the tex- 
tile, leather, non-ferrous metal, and wood-processing industries and 
coal mines had an average take-home pay of less than 70,000 dinars, 
but white-collar and blue-collar workers in air transport or in banks 
could boast of 155,000 dinars. 

On the one hand, pay for the same quality of work in different 
regions, industries, and enterprises makes for striking differences 
due to natural advantages or a monopoly position enjoyed by 
some enterprises or whole sectors. On the other hand, freedom to 
set wages leads to situations in which a cleaning woman, if she 
happens to be employed in a bank, earns more than a university 
professor. The wide publicity given to the bizarre excesses keeps 
the distribution of incomes at the center of public attention. 

While this problem can be reduced to manageable proportions 
once wages are linked to the real efficiency of the enterprises, the 
main danger lies in what is called Uravnilovka. This expression 
stands for the thoughtless equalization of incomes within enter- 
prises regardless of professional skill and position. The general man- 
ager of an electrical engineering plant in Belgrade told me that he 
was earning not quite two and a half times as much as the worst- 
paid unskilled laborer among the 1,400 employed. In the largest 
chemical factory in Slovenia, near Ljubljana, at the time of my 
visit in 1965, an unskilled worker had a net monthly income of 
50,000 dinars, an engineer 112,000, the technical director 160,000, 
and the general manager 170,000. I found a range of one to three in 
the Credit Bank of Zagreb and of one to four in a moder synthetic 
fiber plant at Skopje between the wages of the least skilled worker 
and the salary of the general manager. 

In a country that badly needs trained personnel, the market and 
also official policy should tend to break the extremely narrow 
hierarchy of incomes and to reward technical and administrative 
staffs more appropriately. But with workers’ management, “one 


YUGOSLAVIA 137 


worker, one vote” favors equalization, since unskilled or semiskilled 
workers are, of course, the most strongly represented on the council. 
With trained intelligence much more scarce than either capital or 
Jabor in Yugoslavia, Uravnilovka has become a burning problem. A 
Yugoslav journalist sees the only solution in a change of the voting 
system, making representation in the council or the member's vote 
of greater or smaller value in proportion to his group’s effective 
contribution to production. As the journalist aptly remarked, “With- 
out making a distinction between skilled and unskilled work, the 
principle of payment according to work performed is a mere 
fiction.”°7 

Interests within individual enterprises also press for a direct and 
institutionalized part in policy formation. But as Professor Mihajlo 
Markovic warned, the talk about direct democracy “can be not only 
a progressive slogan but also a dangerous myth ... a suitable 
ideological] instrument for bureaucracy because overt étatism (state 
intervention) has been defeated. Influence of individuals on the 
state is very modest, the process of de-professionalization (the 
elimination of politics as a profession with privileges) has just 
started, the League of Communists is still an organ of social power 
and not merely an ideological force and has been playing a decisive 
part in picking candidates for elections. . . . Because of the given 
degree of literacy and education, even the existing and possible 
forms of popular participation and political action are not utilized. 
The key question is the democratization of relations in supreme 
political bodies.”® 

How indeed can one speak about social control from below, let 
alone expect prudent behavior from the worker “shareholders,” 
when many of them cannot even read or write. According to the 
1961 census, about one-fifth of the population over ten years of 
age was illiterate. The percentages varied, of course, between the 
developed and backward areas. Thus Slovenia had only 1.2 per 
cent illiteracy, but Macedonia and Montenegro from 21 to 24 per 
cent. Bosnia-Herzegovina had 32.5, while in the Kosovo region it 
was well over 50 per cent. It was estimated that 5 per cent of the 
labor force were illiterates. In fact, the total number of illiterates 
and semi-illiterates, 500,000, is about 15 per cent of the labor force. 
Six years later in 1967, several official statements stressed the fact 
that the real level of illiteracy is considerably higher because the 
number of adults who learn to read and write is ten times lower 
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than that of the children who fail to attend schools.*® The deep 
cultural and economic cleavage between the developed north and 
underdeveloped south has a profound impact on the performance of 
the factories, enterprises, and banks, and also on the pace and mean- 
ing of political reforms. 

It was only natural in this situation that the federal bureaucracy 
in 1960-61 came forward with a concept “which was not publicly 
announced, that enlightened bureaucratic technocracy is more 
effective than self-government.” Faced with pressures from be- 
low getting out of hand, multiple clashes of interests at all levels, 
and the erosion of central control, a powerful wing in the party 
and state machine made a concerted effort to subvert the demo- 
cratic process on the vital questions of economic and _ political 
decision-making. 

It was, however, bureaucratic centralism coupled with totalitar- 
ian party dictatorship that was primarily responsible for increas- 
ing and sharing out the “federal cake,” the central moneybag; for 
keeping the economy geared to faulty price signals for an unduly 
long period of time; for relying on “informal groups” and pushing 
decentralization to absurd lengths in order to step in and impose 
“order” through a tightening of the reins. Instead of solving socio- 
economic problems, central bureaucracy created new ones by 
promoting its special interests with no regard for economic consider- 
ations; by committing immense investment “mistakes,” employing 
capital in “political factories” and in prestige projects mainly in the 
less-developed regions. 

By the end of 1965 Yugoslavia with a small domestic market 
could boast of 14 factories manufacturing valves, 12 turning out car 
bodies, 5 manufacturing gearboxes, 20 producing agricultural ma- 
chines, and 14, electric cookers. There were 366 foundries, countless 
textile plants, and no less than 250 chemical] factories. There were a 
dozen-odd steel plants with a total production of only 1.7 million 
tons; by 1970 their production should go up to 3.7 million tons 
at a projected investment cost of almost 600 million dollars, but 
the output will still be split up among the dozen producers at a 
time when elsewhere one plant’s optimal capacity equals their com- 
bined output. Seven new railroad lines were projected. In the field 
of refineries and petrochemical plants, the investment race contin- 
ued at an unabated pace even in 1967, more than two years after 
The Reform had been launched. Domestic consumption of petro- 
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leum products will reach some 5.5 million tons in 1969, but the 
refineries built or expanded in various regions will have a total 
capacity by 1970 of 13 million tons.”! 

The battle over who cuts the cake and how has gradually become 
the central feature of the domestic political scene. What was first 
called “localism” or “particularism” was gradually transformed into 
national friction, because the competing investment projects coin- 
cided with the borders between the six constituent republics. The 
more decentralization progressed, the greater the demands became 
for retaining a larger share of the money earned within the republic, 
instead of transferring it to the central funds. The “have nots,” on the 
other hand, clung to the concentration of funds, hoping to secure by 
political pressure the largest possible share—of the other people’s 
money. 

Instead of restraining the centrifugal forces at all levels, the ruling 
party itself became the carrier of the various savage conflicts and 
multiple contradictions. By the end of the fifties and the beginning 
of the sixties the degree of autonomy in the republics caused a 
major split in the top leadership, among the then fourteen members 
of the Executive Committee. In 1964, when only 8 per cent of the 
population were over fifty, the average age of these fourteen leaders 
was over fifty-seven, and that of the 135 members of the Central 
Committee, fifty-two. 

It would be misleading, however, to speak about a rift between 
“liberals” and “conservatives.” From top to bottom the conflict was 
primarily between centralists and decentralists, between those in 
favor of a “strong-hand” policy directed from the center and those 
demanding more powers and freedom for the republics, communes, 
and enterprises, coupled with a sweeping de-politicization of the 
economy. In a certain sense, this was also a contest between eco- 
nomic strength and political influence. With Tito’s support, the 
centralists won the first battle when they succeeded in blocking 
the projected economic reforms in 1961-62. Within two years, how- 
ever, the reformers initiated an offensive, which culminated in 1966 
in a decisive showdown with the real master of the Belgrade center, 
Alexander Rankovic. In the course of years Rankovic had accu- 
mulated an immense power over the central party machine, the 
secret police, and the state bureaucracy. Former differences be- 
tween Communists and non-Communists were completely over- 
shadowed by much more important lines of division, recalling the 
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internal stresses of prewar Yugoslavia. The main actors in the great 
drama became the nations who invoked a more powerful and an- 
cient allegiance than the party card. The reassertion of national 
identity has in the final analysis contributed more than anything else 
to the crisis of the party and to the accelerated process of political 
liberalization and economic modernization. 


The nations in a whirlpool of change and conflict 


The time—the spring of 1966 with mounting political tensions in 
the air. The place—the capitals of three republics. The actors— 
leading Croat, Serbian, and Macedonian politicians, all Communists, 
all Marxists, yet espousing totally different ideas. Aside from the 
language and political jargon, each in his own way sounds like any 
U. S. Senator or Congressman speaking on behalf of the special in- 
terests of his state or district. The talks with the visitor, as well as 
the heated debates in parliament and other political bodies, revolve 
around money. From the late fifties to the late sixties, the topic has 
remained the same. But with the passage of time and the sharpen- 
ing clashes of interest, the degree of candor has become steadily 
greater. 

Zagreb: the bright hope of the Croat Communist party, Mika 
Tripalo, born in 1926 and now Executive Secretary of the Com- 
munist party of the whole Republic. The very model of the young 
executive-politician, quick on the draw, highly competent, some- 
times too clever. Stressing that The Reform is not progressing at a 
very satisfactory rate, Tripalo does not mince words: “The key 
question is giving back the immense centralized funds to the econ- 
omy. What we need is modernization of the existing capacities and 
not the building of vast new projects. But then a prominent politi- 
cian at the recent congress of the Socialist Alliance of Serbia stands 
up and proudly proclaims: “We want to build this, we shall do that, 
we must launch this. . .” In short, he rattles off some ten or twenty 
huge investment projects. Our answer is: ‘Go ahead, if you have 
the money.’ But then it develops that they haven’t got enough funds. 
. . . The same applies to the underdeveloped regions. We have a 
central fund, budgetary subsidies, a favored rate of interest for 
credits, etc. But we have to put an end to parasitism. Those who 
are able to earn cannot be punished all the time. . . . As to nation- 
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alism, the only solution is that our multinational Yugoslavia must be 
based on the full equality of each nation and not on some being 
more equal than others, on socialist self-government and not on 
bureaucratic centralism.” 

Belgrade: “You are asking questions that we regard as delicate; 
they are even more so if discussed with a foreigner, particularly if 
he is a newspaperman.” The dark-haired hulking man then pro- 
ceeds to present the “Serbian angle” for the next two hours. He is 
the “prominent politician” whose statements drew the ire of Mika 
Tripalo. President of the largest mass organization, the Socialist 
Alliance of Working People, Mihajlo Svabic is fifty-four, former 
Vice-Premier of Serbia, member of the Executive Committee of the 
Serbian Communist party, and widely regarded as one of the most 
influential men in the capital. A Partisan turned elegantly dressed 
professional functionary, Svabic is credited with having saved the 
life of Alexander Rankovic (at that time still the “strong man” of 
Yugoslavia). Sitting in one of the countless conference rooms of 
the highest skyscraper in New Belgrade, which serves as the head- 
quarters for the federal and Serbian political organizations, Svabic 
holds forth calmly but firmly on Serbia’s position. “Basically, all this 
boils down to the question of priorities. You can’t wear white tails 
and go barefoot, or to put it another way, a top hat and peasant 
moccasins [opanak] do not go together. First we have to develop 
the infrastructure, build railroads and waterways to connect East 
with West Serbia, and with Montenegro and Herzegovina. We have 
here enormous hydroelectric potential, great lead, copper, and 
other reserves. Despite the fact that Serbia accounts for almost 42 
per cent of the population and one-third of the area of Yugoslavia, 
in certain periods until 1956 we received only 29 per cent of the 
central investment funds. Now through a ‘coincidence of circum- 
stances’ the largest projects in the current Five Year Plan—the 
Iron Gates power and navigation scheme on the Danube, the 
Danube-Tisza canal, the Belgrade-Bar railroad, the big thermal 
power plants in Kosovo, etc.—happen to be concentrated in our 
republic and accordingly we have a share of 52 per cent in the 
total federal investments until 1970.” 

Skopje: Three years after the earthquake which killed 1,700 
people and destroyed the city in 1963, the Macedonian capital is a 
booming urban center with attractively designed settlements of 
prefabricated houses and satellite suburbs which house a popu- 
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lation of 275,000 (almost 100,000 more than at the time of the 
disaster). Reconstructed with the help of massive foreign aid and 
a 500-million-dollar government fund, Skopje seems so prosperous 
that a Belgrade satirical weekly caustically remarked: “Going 
around on foot I provoked astonishment among the inhabitants of 
Skopje, for most of them are driving cars. . . . Stretching over a 
length of fifteen miles, Skopje resembles an American city; because 
of the long distances people use the American way of travel, that 
is, cars instead of public transport. Everything would be all right if 
only everything else also reminded the visitor of the United States. 
One has the impression that since the great earthquake the people 
here have become a bit spoiled. There is even a new slogan: What- 
ever you can do, let other people do it.” 

Needless to say, these ironical remarks, which contained an 
element of truth and reflected a widespread opinion in the country, 
caused an uproar in both Skopje and Belgrade. The paper was ac- 
cused not only of distorting the facts but also of Great Serbian 
chauvinism. Faced by a visitor arriving in the midst of the bitter 
controversy, information officials attempted to perform a virtually 
impossible task: to demonstrate the scope of reconstruction, and 
at the same time refute the allegations that the Macedonians are 
living too well—on other people’s money. 

The Premier of the Macedonian Republic with a population of 
1.5 million, Nikola Mincev, talks in a somewhat different fashion 
from our last conversation in August 1962, when he was the plan- 
ning chief of Yugoslavia. Now he speaks exclusively about the 
problems of his republic and seeks to prove his case with an im- 
pressive list of statistics: “Every factory can be called a political 
factory but in our republic there are none; only one cigarette factory 
had losses last year. . . . Despite federal aid, our relative position 
in Yugoslavia has not improved but on the contrary become worse. 
If you take the over-all Yugoslav average national income as 100, 
then Macedonia stood at 68 after the war, but dropped to 62 per 
cent last year. We are not afraid of The Reform, but we are not 
convinced that the community as a whole is truly aware of its obli- 
gations toward the underdeveloped areas. At the same time we are 
against the administrative command economy; the more economic 
the instruments of aid, the better and more pleasant for us.” 

The Macedonian party chief, Krste Crvenkovski, born in 1922, 
belongs to the younger and also the most progressive group of 
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leaders. A swarthy broad-faced man, a former youth leader and long- 
time Minister of Education in Belgrade, he speaks as frankly 
as Mika Tripalo about the national question and the Serb menace 
to the smaller nations. “The main danger lies in Great Serbian 
hegemony. The recent attack on Skopje is unimportant, but it does 
reflect a certain mentality. We are also allergic to the economic 
hegemony of Slovenia. One should not always talk only about aid, 
but also about the fact that we had to pay 40 per cent higher prices 
for machines delivered by Yugoslav contractors for our steelworks 
here than the prices in the world market. The spirit of nationalism, 
a defensive one, mind you, may well become stronger in Macedonia 
because we are a young nation, feeling, not without reason, some- 
times insecure. But we are convinced that the greater the rights 
and equality of the nations in our country, the stronger the 
Federation.” 

Figures, figures, figures dominate the conversation wherever one 
travels. The three talks quoted above contain in a nutshell problems 
discussed continuously in the country. The regular visitor to Yu- 
goslavia hears again and again complaints, demands, and sugges- 
tions, not always in the measured tone of these three “samples,” 
but invariably seen from different angles. The Croats complain 
about the “squandered billions” spent on uneconomic investments 
in the south; the Slovenes quietly refer to their disproportionately 
large contribution to the central funds; the Bosniaks blame the fact 
that raw material prices are kept artificially low; the Serbs figure 
out how much they are losing because of the low prices for farm 
products and lack of adequate transportation. Invariably one re- 
calls Bakaric’s angry outcry: “Who does receive something in Yugo- 
slavia, if we are all plundered?” 

In a sense, no one is right and no one is wrong. With the best will 
in the world, it is extremely difficult, if not indeed impossible, to 
equalize the goods of a society in which the bases on which these 
goods are portioned out are themselves maldistributed. On top of 
this, as the able scholar and Yugoslav Ambassador to the UN, Anton 

| Vratusa, aptly remarked, “Due to the distorted price structure and 
artificial amortization rates, there are no over-all, exact and reliable 
figures. Thus each side usually operates with different figures.” 

Nevertheless there are certain incontestable truths about the di- 
mensions of the efforts to take the income and funds from the 
“have” regions and transfer them to the “have not.” The program 
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to equalize development levels between the north and the south 
prevailed for over fifteen years. Under the wartime slogan “Brother- 
hood and Unity,” exploitation of the resources in the developed 
northern areas was subordinated to the “over-all goals” determined 
by the top political leadership. Nowhere perhaps was the attempt 
more ruthless and brutal than in Slovenia. 

The 1.6 million Slovenes belonged until 1918 to the Austrian 
monarchy and were more closely connected with the Central Euro- 
pean tradition than any other Slav nation. Both after the first world 
war and during the second, they firmly opted for a South Slav state, 
prompted by their fear of losing their national identity under the 
twin onslaught of German and Italian territorial ambitions. The 
geographical distance from Belgrade, the difference in language, 
and a shrewd political leadership combined to preserve a relatively 
large degree of internal autonomy in the interwar period. Thrifty 
and industrious, emotionally stable, and better educated than their 
fellow Slavs, the Slovenes can be justly called the “Swiss of Eastern 
Europe.” 

Their resources, once on a par with those of neighboring Austria 
and Italy, were put on the “economic chopping board” as soon as 
World War II ended. The situation was worst in the immediate 
postwar period, when entire printing plants were dismantled and 
sent as a “gift” to Albania. But the exploitation continued during 
the decentralization of the economy. Thus in 1952 Serbia was al- 
lowed to retain half of its national income after the deduction of 
central taxes and levies, while Slovenia kept only one-third. In 1957, 
Serbia was given back 36.6 per cent of the turnover tax collected 
in its territory, while Slovenia received a mere 1.2 per cent. In 1958, 
Slovenia with 8.6 per cent of the total population had to contribute 
no less than 37.2 per cent to the federal budget, which meant that 
almost half of its national income was siphoned off by Belgrade.?? 

The money went to the less developed regions—Montenegro, 
Macedonia, the province of Kosovo (part of Serbia), and Bosnia- 
Herzegovina. Between 1952 and 1964, capital assets increased by 
230 per cent in Yugoslavia but the growth in the underdeveloped 
regions was 325 per cent. Kosovo, Macedonia, and Montenegro 
with 15 per cent of the total population received no less than 28 per 
cent of the investment outlays between 1957-61.”? But Croatia, too, 
has large underdeveloped regions, and the Serbs claim that roughly 
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one-third of their communes—excluding the Kosovo province—are 
well below the countrywide average. 

In theory, the attempt to strike an acceptable balance between 
economic efficiency and the satisfaction of social needs sounds 
sensible enough. The developed regions must not stagnate nor be 
held back to “wait” for the backward areas to catch up. On the 
other hand, the development of the “have not” republics should be 
speeded up to narrow the gap. In practice, it is somewhat different. 

Consider the tiny mountain bastion, the Republic of Montenegro, 
which has half a million inhabitants and is approximately the size 
of the state of Connecticut. Montenegro profited tremendously from 
the fact that Montenegrins occupied key positions in the top politi- 
cal bodies of Yugoslavia. Between 1958 and 1963, 70 per cent of 
Montenegrin investments were financed from central funds. 

A Slovenian engineer who spent six years in Titograd, the Mon- 
tenegrin capital, related to me matter-of-factly the way the moun- 
tain warriors handled their industrialization. “We spent billions of 
dinars building a steel plant at Niksic, which operates at a yearly 
deficit of 3 million dollars. Then followed the textile boom, and about 
half a dozen spinning mills and clothing factories were erected 
around the capital. But there were no roads and no railroads. Then 
they launched the overambitious project of building up the little 
port of Bar to a big harbor, with no regard for actual needs. Now, 
after eleven years of construction, the railroad connection from Nik- 
sic to Bar has been completed. But who will calculate the daily 
losses and the earnings we could have gained if we had spent these 
huge sums on sound investment projects.” 

The Five Year Plan, launched in 1957, disregarded Croat sug- 
gestions about improving port and rail facilities and gave the go- 
ahead signal for enlarging the comparatively unused port of Bar. 
This in turn served as a trump card in the intermittent battle for 
constructing the Belgrade-Bar railroad, an old ambition of Jand- 
locked Serbia seeking an outlet on the Adriatic. In 1966, the Mon- 
tenegrins succeeded in having their long-standing bid to build an 
aluminum plant at Titograd accepted. It was to have been built 
in the late fifties, but during the renewed dispute with Tito in 1956— 
58, the Russians twice suspended 285 million dollars’ worth of credits 
that had been granted in part for the purpose. “What is a Yugoslav 
joke?” a high-ranking official once asked me. “To build an aluminum 
plant with Russian credits and Montenegrin labor . . .” Faced with 
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three bids, from the Croatian port of Sibenik, the Bosnian city of 
Mostar, and Montenegro, for the location of an aluminum plant, the 
Yugoslav Investment Bank, without properly investigating the eco- 
nomic soundness of the different proposals, immediately opted for 
Montenegro. This created an uproar in Zagreb. To calm ruffled 
tempers, in 1968 the Federal Assembly went to the other extreme, 
giving the go-ahead signal for the construction of no fewer than 
three aluminum projects, each of relatively small capacity. Mean- 
while, although the Montenegrin coast is ideal for tourism, the local 
officials were completely ignoring its possibilities. As Milka Kufrin 
the then Minister of Tourism told me in 1964, over a period of 
seventeen years Montenegro had provided funds to accommodate 
only 1,200 tourists. 

The lavish scale of uneconomic investments aroused growing re- 
sentment in the north. The Slovenes and Croats became increasingly 
interested in what the money taken from them yielded in tangible 
fruits. Early in 1964, the Zagreb Vjesnik reported, “There has been 
no lack of good will, but why are the results not satisfactory? The 
national product during the past fourteen years rose twice as fast in 
the areas north of the Danube-Sava line as in the south. In 1962, 
investments per head of the population in Montenegro were more 
than twice as high as those in Slovenia. Yet the output per man in 
Slovenia was much larger.” 

To make matters worse, the “have not” regions are far from satis- 
fied with the aid they have received. Spokesmen of the less de- 
veloped republics, seething with discontent, are unimpressed when 
told how much they have progressed compared to the past. What 
they are interested in is the average national income per head 
in the various republics, and they know that between 1947 and 1967 
the proportions have remained basically the same. Slovenia and 
Croatia have somewhat accelerated their advances, and the de- 
velopment level of the south measured in these terms is still one- 
third below the Yugoslav average, while that of Slovenia is almost 
twice as high. The ratio between Slovenia and the south is about 
three to one. 

What is fact to one is illusion to the other. From the point of view 
of narrowing the differences there has keen no improvement at all. 
Thus considerable advances in the standard of living are accom- 
panied by increasing resentment and bitterness that the progress 
has not been greater, that the gap between “rich” and “poor” still 
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exists. This is the crucial point in a country consisting of such widely 
disparate regions, which more or less coincide with the divisions 
between different nations. The Slovenes and Croats do not think in 
terms of abstract postulates or complicated economic calculations. 
They feel, justifiably, that they have been exploited and robbed of 
the rewards of their work. The man in the street in Zagreb sees 
that the National Theater is closed for months and the construction 
of a concert hall is stopped, that books are getting more expensive 
and publishing firms have to prune the number of books they want 
to print by one-third. The Slovene hears that the only large invest- 
ment project in his republic, the gas complex at Velenje, has to be 
canceled, although 25 million dollars’ worth of imported equipment 
has already arrived and must be paid for. In the central square of 
his capital he is daily confronted with two huge structures of steel 
beams and girders resembling bizarre abstract sculptures, two half- 
finished, high-rise buildings whose construction was stopped in 
1964. 
All this is due to “lack of funds.” From the blue-collar worker to 
the university professor, the visitor gets the same answer: “Belgrade 
takes everything it possibly can from us.” The Macedonians and the 
Serbs nevertheless fee] strongly that “the Slovenes make money at 
the cost of the less developed people.” Or, as the editor of the lead- 
ing Belgrade economic weekly Ekonomska Politika, puts it, “The 
Slovenes want to sell in Yugoslavia and live in Switzerland.” The 
point of the matter is that the Slovenes could live almost as well as 
the Swiss, but they do not. Their cash incomes are 20 or 30 per cent 
: above the rest of the population, not three times higher as they 
| should be in terms of actual economic performance. Also, their con- 
sumer habits and traditional living standards cannot be compared 

to what the illiterate or semiliterate men of the south are accus- 
: tomed to. 

This state of affairs could not last indefinitely, and the real power 
of the more developed regions increased as the economy grew more 
sophisticated. What matters in any economy is the output (product 
per worker) and input (asset per worker) ratio. The figures are 
self-evident, Slovenia and Croatia with just over 30 per cent of the 
population and 40.4 per cent of capital assets, accounted for 46.3 
per cent of the country’s industrial output in 1965. On the other 
hand, the south—Macedonia, Montenegro, and Bosnia-Herzegovina 
(excluding the province of Kosovo )—with 28.8 per cent of the popu- 
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lation and 26.7 per cent of assets had a share of only 20.2 per cent in 
industrial production. The contrast is, of course, even more striking 
in the case of Slovenia, which by 1966, with a population amounting 
to a mere 8.4 per cent of the total figure, produced one-fifth of the 
aggregate industrial production and contributed 17 per cent to the 
combined foreign trade total.74 Even these figures do not give a 
complete picture, for one should also take into account such factors 
as, for example, quality, design, and packaging, or the fact that 
Slovenia ships two-thirds of its exports to the West, thus securing 
badly needed foreign exchange. 

It was only natural that the Slovene Communist leaders were the 
first to challenge Belgrade’s administrative distribution of national 
income. Later joined by the Croats, they were the spearheads of 
the accelerated decentralization measures in 1959-60 which culmi- 
nated in the comprehensive economic reform formally approved by 
party and state organs in early 1961. 

As this concept was essentially a model for a developed socialist 
system, the opposition came from those “who used to get more 
from the central moneybag than they put into it; and from those 
who gained more from their political influence than from their in- 
dustrial skill.”*> The visitor in the spring and summer of 1961 
was struck by the boldness of some official statements, the scope of 
the projected swing to the market mechanism, the opening toward 
the world market, and the optimistic expectations of many officials 
and public opinion. Edward Kardelj compared the changes “to the 
greatest revolutionary events of our social development.” Yet by 
October 1961 the optimism had begun to evaporate, and by March 
1962 the entire ambitious operation was brought to a grinding halt. 
What remained of the reform program was a limited foreign ex- 
change reform. 

What had happened? The Slovene-Croat initiative was stopped 
under the pretext of economic difficulties skillfully exploited by 
mainly Serbian centralists. By March 1962 what had begun as a 
tactical maneuver against the reform became a full-blown strategic 
offensive concerning not just the economy but the entire political 
course and future existence of the smaller nations of Yugoslavia. 

Postwar Yugoslavia was deliberately created as the opposite of 
the interwar state dominated by the Serbian ruling elite; recon- 
stituted along federal lines, real autonomy was granted to the six 
republics, and the national units were given the constitutional right 
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“to self-determination, including the right to secession.” In accord 
with these principles, the six republics have not only parliaments 
of their own, but also separate constitutions, courts, and legislative 
powers. There is no single state language, indeed the Constitution 
proclaims Serbo-Croatian (Croat-Serbian), Slovenian, and Mace- 
donian as the officia] languages of the Federal Republic. 

Regardless of the economic bickering, it seemed in the fifties that 
the Communist leaders had solved the basic national problems as 
best they could under the tangled conditions of a multinational com- 
munity with a tragic history of fratricidal strife. But with bureau- 
cratic centralism and the politically motivated distribution of 
income above the heads of those concerned, the vexed issues of the 
past have reappeared, in somewhat different forms. 

The striking thing about the renewed national tensions, first in 
the economic field and then in the political domain, was the emer- 
gence of the republican party leaderships as centers of national 
dissent. The Yugoslav Communist Party has a federal structure 
similar to the state itself. Until the mid-sixties, all crucial decisions 
were made by the federal party center in Belgrade. Yet the repub- 
lican leaders all along had a machine and influence of their own. 
In other words, within the country-wide hierarchy there were re- 
gional or republican hierarchies. A man like the Croat leader, Dr. 
Vladimir Bakaric, or his Slovene colleagues had an independent 
power base, which could not be infiltrated by outsiders—in this case 
by the Serbian centralists in charge of the federal party bodies. 
The dynamics of economic decentralization steadily increased the 
importance of the republican parties, which in turn broadened their 
popular support to the extent that they were standing up for the 
interests of their nations. 

The abrupt stopping of the 1960-61 decentralization policies led 
to a barely veiled split between the republican leaders and the 
federal party center; it also caused a rift within the center itself. 
The federal yet hierarchical structure of the Yugoslav state and 
party apparatus has helped to protect the smaller nations, but it 
also acts as a brake on circulation even within a relatively small 
elite and tends to stimulate the promotion of sectional interests. As 
a leading Yugoslav scientist once publicly told Marshal Tito, “In 
our country it is known that in every ministry every assistant secre- 
tary of state from a given republic fights for the interests of the 
republic from which he comes; for later on he will return to his 
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republic and thus he naturally must carry out what he is told to.”76 
This is, of course, also true of ministers, who are delegated by their 
respective regions. With the exception of the Montenegrins, who 
naturally prefer the amenities of the capital to their backward na- 
tive environment, there is no “mixing” of the national elites. It is 
inconceivable that a Slovene would occupy a leading position in 
Macedonia, or vice versa. 

But Belgrade is not only the federal capital; it is also the capital 
of Serbia, by far the largest republic. Despite the presence of a few 
thousand high officials and scientists from other nations, Belgrade 
has been and is still regarded by the Croats, Slovenes, and Mace- 
donians as an essentially alien center, in which a predominantly 
Serbian central party and state bureaucracy holds the reins. The 
increasing influence of the republican parties and the presence of a 
handful of “token” Slovenes or Croats at the top, have not changed 
the power relationships in the federal center. The bureaucracy that 
had to implement the decisions consisted mainly of Serbs who, con- 
sciously or subconsciously, identified “federal interests” with those 
of Serbia. Even eighteen months after the showdown with Ranko- 
vic, a Belgrade paper admitted that “the federal apparatus (with 
the exception of leading officials and the Foreign Ministry, which is 
attractive for other reasons) consists mostly of people from Bel- 
grade.” After an allusion to the need for a more effective represen- 
tation of social talent from the various nations in the central 
administration, the paper stressed the bad consequences in two 
basic directions: “First, the professional level and capability of the 
federal administration are certainly not what they should be; and 
second, this need emphasizes a feeling that the Federation is ‘no 
man’s land’ or alien, or even, among extremist and chauvinistic 
circles, that it is ‘Belgrade’s government.’ ”77 

The Serbian tradition of “a strong and sinister hand in govern- 
ment and large-scale corruption in public affairs” was established 
by the first ruler of the semi-independent principality, Milos 
Obrenovic (1817-39 and 1859-60). This had a fatal impact on the 
first “Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes” born in 1918. Even 
before the new state emerged, the Serbian Premier Pasic strove 
for political supremacy and regarded the new state as merely a 
“Greater Serbia.” But the Serbs in the interwar period failed mis- 
erably to run a state which within six years had swollen to five 
times the size of Serbia before the Balkan Wars with a four times 
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larger population. Between 1918 and 1941, the Serbs held the 
premiership in every single cabinet, the ministries of the Army, 
Foreign Affairs and, except for eighteen months, the Interior. Of 
165, active generals in 1938, 161 were Serbs. All the important diplo- 
matic posts and key positions in the economy were occupied by 
men from Serbia.?8 With tensions between the Croats striving for 
autonomy and the Serbs clinging to their idea of unity, “one king, 
one state, one people,” inflamed to a pitch, King Alexander in 
1929 not only proclaimed a royal dictatorship, but also changed the 
name of the state to the “Kingdom of Yugoslavia.” He wanted the 
distinct but related people to think of themselves as Yugoslavs and 
not as Serbs, Croats, or Slovenes. In practice, however, nothing 
changed in the policy of Serbian hegemony. 

The Yugoslav or common South Slav nationalism triumphed tem- 
porarily, under specific circumstances—and even then only in some 
parts of the country—during the ordeals of the liberation war against 
the invaders and the civil war. The conflict with Stalin contributed 
once again to the merging of national feelings in loyalty to the 
federal state, now exposed to mortal danger. But once international 
tensions subsided and the competitive forces of economic decentral- 
ization started to operate in earnest, loyalty to nation proved 
stronger than loyalty to state or class, even among the Communists. 
As Bakaric said, “Nationalism began to grow some time after 1952 
and developed more vigorously after 1962 or 1963.” On another 
occasion he added “this is no longer a remnant of reactionary 
forces, but is our ‘own nationalism, because of the decay of the 
old administrative system and of the demoralization of certain peo- 
ple affected by this decay.””° 

The chance to eradicate the main economic roots of nationalism 
in time was deliberately missed in 1961-62. Regardless of the fed- 
eral structure of the state and party, the decisive questions— 
distribution of investments, the course of economic policy, and rela- 
tions to the West and East—were determined in the federal center 
by the Executive Committee and Secretariat of the party. The die 
was cast at a three-day enlarged session of the supreme party organ 
in March 1962, to which not even stenographers were admitted. 
Acting, however, on the instructions of Rankovic, the UDBA, the 
secret police, recorded the conference on two tape recorders, and 
Rankovic received a typed transcript the following morning.®® 

Four years later at the plenary meeting of the Central Committee 


152 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


in July 1966, Tito said that the session “discussed relations in the 
leading circles and various anomalies. . . . We made a mistake not 
going to the very end because of certain tendencies to compromise 
and fear for unity, which was already damaged. The subject [the 
Rankovic case] is nothing new, it has its origins a few years back, 
almost a decade. We made the mistake of leaving security services 
for twenty years with Rankovic as its principal leader. . . .” Others, 
including Milos Minic, a Serb, said, “The crisis was ripe for a settle- 
ment; matters ought to have been settled then and there in March 
1962.” 

But Tito at that crucial session, and in fact even earlier, did not 
support his claim that his position was a moderate, middle ground 
between two opposing extremes. Far from restraining, let alone op- 
posing, the centralists grouped around Rankovic, Tito in November 
1961, presented a new foreign policy program to an astounded pub- 
lic. Its essence was to use the new de-Stalinization campaign 
launched by Khrushchev a month earlier and the deterioration of 
relations with the United States (because of the anti-Western, pro- 
Soviet stand Tito took at the Belgrade conference of the neutralist 
countries) for a major attempt to seek reconciliation with Moscow. 
His speech was followed by intensified visits at all levels between 
Belgrade and Moscow, culminating in Tito’s “holiday trip” in De- 
cember 1962, the first time in six years he had been to Russia. 

While the ardent desire of an aging Communist leader to retrieve 
his sense of mission and self-importance certainly played a part in 
the sudden reorientation of foreign policy, this seems to have been 
a secondary factor. The primary one was the tension-ridden situa- 
tion in the party and the country at large. Leaving economic policy 
and administration to his chief lieutenants, Tito was interested first 
and foremost in maintaining the party's absolute power, keeping the 
centrifugal forces in the economy in check, and preserving the re- 
forged national unity. Recognizing the dangers posed by the un- 
leashed forces of decentralization, Tito opted for bureaucratic 
centralism. The changes in the Communist world, above all the 
evolving Sino-Soviet conflict, came as a timely basis for the old 
pretext of using the international situation as an argument to justify 
unconditional unity and thus to strengthen the center. 

Whatever Tito may really have thought, his record in 1961~63 was 
one of a dedicated centralist. A few weeks after his pro-Soviet 
statements, he spoke out for tightening the reins in the party, and 
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following the famous session of the Executive Committee, he made 
a celebrated speech in Split in May 1962, which was the signal for 
the old-timers in the apparat to launch a massive witch hunt against 
everything suspected of “petty-bourgeois liberalism.” Applying the 
classic self-saving method of a totalitarian Communist dictatorship, 
the general atmosphere was kept “revolutionized” from above; 
young shock “squads” intimidated people on the street or in restau- 
rants who greeted each other with “Gospodin” (Mister) instead 
of “Drug” (Comrade); private incomes, but not, of course, those 
of the high officials, were scrutinized and people held for question- 
ing by the police. 

The reformists were defeated, but in contrast to the past, they 
refused to defend publicly policies they privately opposed. At the 
plenary session of the Central Committee in July 1962, four months 
after the crucial debate in the Executive Committee, “economic in- 
tegration” was the word, and Tito thundered against a “wrongly 
conceived decentralization, for our country must form a unit as far 
as economy is concerned.” The scene was dominated by Rankovic, 
who in a lengthy speech sketched out the program of tightening 
“the leading role of the party.” Neither at this nor at the following 
plenary meeting in May 1963 did any of the reformers and de- 
centralists from the north speak. The new Constitution was hailed 
as a major step forward on the path of democratization, but the 
power balance shifted once again in favor of the centralists. In 
mid-1963 Rankovic was elected Vice President of the Republic and 
the Serbian leader, Petar Stambolic, rose to the position of 
Premier. 

The centralists, however, overplayed their hand. Tito made a 
number of speeches that served no purpose other than to float new, 
or rather, dangerous old ideas into the public consciousness and 
thereby lift the bickering over economics to the level of a national 
crisis. Standing above the separate nationalities, Tito has never felt 
himself or been regarded as a Croat. Borrowing a phrase from 
King Alexander a generation ago, he may well have said that he 
was the only Yugoslav in the country. From the end of 1962 on, he 
lent his authority to the hitherto covert attempt to revive the idea 
of “Yugoslavism,” of a “uniform Yugoslav culture,” a “uniform Yugo- 
slav socialist consciousness” which “should be the common property 
of all nationalities.” 

All this was in essence a complete break with the postulates of 
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national individuality and cultural distinctiveness upheld ever since 
the Communists had come to power. Given the numerical majority 
of Serbs, the power balance in the center, and the political context 
of centralism, economic and cultural integration was a fundamental 
challenge to the constitutional rights of the smaller nations. Thus 
the Croats, Slovenes, and Macedonians, not to speak of the Albanian 
and Hungarian minorities, had good reason to be wary of the cam- 
paign for Yugoslavism. In fact it was nothing but a resurgence of 
the prewar “integral Yugoslavism” of King Alexander that was a 
facade for Serbian domination, although exerted this time by Serb 
Communists and not by royal officers or bourgeois politicians. The 
new ruling elite of Serbia calculated in the same terms as its 
prewar predecessor: “Greater political power plus smaller economic 
wealth equals greater economic wealth plus smaller political 
power,”®! 

These fateful initiatives opened the lid of Pandora’s box, de- 
stroyed the outward consensus within the ruling elite, and released 
the age-old historical and emotional tensions between the nations, 
which now merged with the determination to defend tangible eco- 
nomic interests. The differences between “have” and “have not” 
nations were superseded by the need for common defense against 
the danger of Serb hegemony, which overrode all other considera- 
tions. Aside from some young people, mainly of Serbian origin, and 
the Bosnian Muslims, the visitor rarely encounters a self-proclaimed 
Yugoslav. The average citizen identifies himself and is regarded as 
a Serb or Croat, Macedonian or Albanian. At the time of the 1961 
census 6 per cent of the population, or 317,000 people (mainly 
Muslims), declared themselves Yugoslavs. The campaign for a Yu- 
goslav consciousness, mainly stimulated by Serbian writers and intel- 
lectuals, ran counter to the real sentiments of the population and 
served dangerous political ends. Crvenkovski, the Macedonian 
leader, drew the logical conclusion: “Yugoslavism is a socially con- 
servative, politically reactionary ideology. Its starting point is the 
merger of the existing nations into some new Yugoslav nation.”®? 

The dramatic revival of national tensions was closely connected 
with the question of Tito’s successor. Many observers tended to re- 
gard it as a clear-cut battle between two crown princes, Alexander 
Rankovic, a Serb tailor, and Edward Kardelj, a Slovene school- 
teacher, who were almost the same age—born respectively in 
1gog and 1910. During the war Rankovic built up the security serv- 
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ice, the UDBA, and for two decades was primarily responsible for 
security, the judiciary, and personnel policy. Kardelj was alterna- 
tively Foreign Minister, Vice-Premier, and President of the Fed- 
eral Assembly. Rankovic was the top man in daily charge of the 
party and a secretary of the Central Committee, while Kardelj, also 
a secretary, became the leading theoretician of the decentralization 
experiments after the fall of Djilas. But it would be a misleading 
simplification to say that Rankovic was “dogmatic” and Kardelj a 
“liberal.” 

The real situation never matched this deceptively neat equation. 
Kardelj was always an advocate of the decentralization, but his ap- 
proach often reflected the same high degree of intolerance and 
sectarian rigidity that characterized his “extremist phase” in the 
immediate postwar period. He pushed the principle of decentraliza- 
tion, of “payment according to work,” to ridiculous and self-defeat- 
ing extremes. Yugoslavia became the only country in the world for 
quite a time to have twenty-six separate railroad enterprises, which 
were later reduced to six republican companies; where teachers 
were paid according to lessons per pupil; doctors for every phase 
of treatment of patients, starting with taking the pulse; judges on 
the basis of the number of “settled cases”; and administrators ac- 
cording to their paperwork. As Borba caustically remarked, “If only 
the police were to calculate its ‘output,’ socialism would be com- 
plete.” Rankovic, on the other hand, was interested in controlling the 
decisive levers of the power structure, in gaining a hold over the 
top planners and administrators, and in forging an alliance with 
those technocrats who held that modern technology requires cen- 
tralized decision-making. In some respects his concepts were more 
pragmatic and realistic than those of Kardelj. 

But regardless of the personal traits of the two contenders, the 
real division was between centralism and federalism, between unity 
forged by a “firm hand” policy and the harmony of distinct but 
related nations. Rankovic was a Serb and stood for the Serbian 
apparat, while Kardelj, no matter how long he operated from Bel- 
grade, was regarded as a Slovene, the representative of a small and 
“peripheral” nation. The Slovenes themselves, however, Communists 
and non-Communists alike, have never regarded him as being truly 
one of them because he has not identified himself with the interests 
of his native national unit. 

The so-called “national key,” distribution of top positions accord- 
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ing to the proportional strength of the various nations, was formally 
held in high esteem. In reality, it was a farce. The Executive Com- 
mittee until 1964 consisted of four Serbs, three Croats, three Slo- 
venes, three Montenegrins, and one Macedonian. But the UDBA, the 
single most important “unifying instrument” and “sword of the 
party,” like the central apparat, was run by Rankovic and his as- 
sociates, all Serbs. At the Eighth Party Congress in December 1964, 
the reformers achieved a political victory but the organization re- 
mained firmly in the hands of the Serbian centralists. The Executive 
Committee was enlarged to nineteen members: six Serbs, four 
Croats, four Montenegrins, three Slovenes, and two Macedonians. 
This meant that the Montenegrin party with 34,000 members had 
the same representation as the Croat with 218,000 members. The 
Croats formally included Tito, who was not an exponent in any 
sense of the Croat interests, and his close friend General Ivan 
Gosnjak, also a Croat but loyal to no one but Tito. 

After their defeat, the champions of economic decentralization 
and national equality combined a holding operation with a build-up 
and channeling of pressures from below. While Rankovic never suc- 
ceeded in subverting the Croat and Slovene party and police ap- 
paratus, it was evident to the reformers that the battle could be won 
only in the center. Rankovic’s rea] adversary was not Kardelj but 
Vladimir Bakaric, whom we have already quoted several times. 
The son of a judge and a graduate in law, Bakaric was born in 
1912 and joined the Communists as a high school student. It is 
the irony of fate that his father was once in charge of an investiga- 
tion into the underground activities of Tito in the late twen- 
ties. First postwar Premier of Croatia, head of the party there since 
1945, and member of the all-Yugoslav Executive Committee since 
1952, this plump man of medium height with heart trouble may 
well be the ablest leader Croatia has produced since the times of 
Bishop Strossmayer (1815-1905). An outstanding expert in agri- 
cultural policies, Bakaric is credited with having halted the disas- 
trous collectivization campaigns in 1953. Since he stood above local 
interests, Bakaric was for a long period regarded by the “pure Croat 
nationalists” as a servant of Belgrade and even today is sporadically 
accused of “giving in.” Yet he was unquestionably the mastermind 
behind the strategy that, after four years of tangled maneuvering, 
led to the ouster of Rankovic. 

This quiet and modest man, who from time to time retires to the 
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Adriatic island of Hvar to ponder basic economic or theoretical 
problems, is not a natural rebel, by either temperament or political 
conviction. A particular set of circumstances made him a “rebel” in 
spite of himself against the stifling iron hand of Serb-dominated 
central bureaucracy. Since the Croats account for just over 23 per 
cent of the population, Bakaric could never aspire to the mantle of 
a Yugoslav leader. Like all Yugoslav leaders with the notable ex- 
ception of Tito, he is classified according to ethnic nationality. But 
he has an unfailing instinct for the essential; he has relied on intel- 
lectual “task forces” in dealing with a multitude of problems, and 
has picked out and promoted young, able, and well-educated 
executive-politicians like Mika Tripalo and Savka Dapcevic-Kucar. 
Perhaps most important he has recognized the enormous potential 
of the press and television in an increasingly pluralistic society. 

In a series of interviews, Bakaric issued repeated warnings against 
the rising tide of nationalism and shifted the real thrust of popular 
and national dissent toward the revamping of the federal structure. 
When the reformers switched to a political offensive in 1964, Bakaric 
warned “if an operation is necessary one does not operate with a 
blunt scalpel but with a sharp one. . . . Foreign policy is a matter 
for all the peoples of Yugoslavia.” He injected the catch phrase, 
“the Federation must be federalized,” into the disputes. On the sur- 
face, the country was divided into two camps, centered respectively 
at Belgrade and Zagreb. The actual division was, however, more 
complicated. 

The republics are not always identical with compact national 
groups. The Serbs in Croatia, who make up almost 15 per cent of 
the population, are, out of self-interest, behind the Croat reformers 
in their quest for a fairer distribution of the national income. But 
because they vividly remember the nightmares of the 1941-44 war, 
they tend to look to Belgrade as a symbolic protector of their dis- 
tinctiveness as Serbs outnumbered by Croats. Their situation is am- 
bivalent and complicated by the fact that many of them were 
Partisans and occupied prominent positions in the administration 
and—which the Croats particularly resent—in cultural fields, such as 
the university, mass media, publishing houses, etc. 

A special case is Bosnia-Herzegovina, where Serbs outnumber 
Croats two to one, with a large Muslim group poised precariously 
in the middle. In Bosnia the unbridled rule of Serb UDBA 
officials inflamed national tensions, heightened by the covert dis- 
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crimination against Croats in the party and state administration, 
to an alarming degree. Thus though the Croats constituted almost 
25 per cent of the population, their share in the personnel of 
UDBA amounted to a mere 5 per cent, and at the security service 
headquarters in Sarajevo there was only one Croat official. 

In a crudely simplified form one may therefore conclude that 
Rankovic and the Serb advocates of centralism were in power in 
Serbia proper and had a strong hold on the power structure in 
Montenegro and Bosnia. “The camp of Zagreb” on the other hand 
could count on firm allies in Slovenia, and sympathizers among the 
Macedonians, forward-looking Serbs who resented Rankovic’s 
strong-arm methods, and the non-Slav nationalities, numbering some 
2 million people, most of them living in the two autonomous prov- 
inces—Kosovo and Vojvodina—attached to Serbia. 

What the nationalities and smaller nations could be expected to 
endure under the domination of the UDBA, which according to 
the party documents was “not only a state within a state but a force 
above society,” was vividly illustrated by the intensity of the op- 
pression of Albanians in the Kosovo province. Though the Albanians 
here are almost 70 per cent of the population, and the Serbs only 
23 per cent, the national and political equality upheld by the Con- 
stitution was a farce. 

The Secretary of the provincial party committee, Veli Deva, a 
native Albanian, provided some highly illuminating details: “At all 
levels, the use of our language was reduced to a minimum. There 
were many conferences where all the participants, even the stenog- 
raphers, were Albanians, but they spoke Serbo-Croatian. The names 
of the streets, schools, firms, and even towns were written in Serbo- 
Croatian. These may seem trifling matters, but are in fact grave 
political problems. In the entire federal administration, there was 
not a single Albanian representative.” In 1955~56, under the pre- 
text that “the Albanians are preparing a coup état,” a large-scale 
campaign was launched to collect weapons, and a number of 
Albanians were killed. No over-all figures have been published, but 
information divulged about the murders in the commune of Dja- 
kovica may serve as a pointer. Here, throughout the years, fourteen 
presidents of the communal assembly and secretaries of the party 
organization were persecuted, imprisoned, and tortured; nineteen 
people were killed, and others committed suicide. There were 120,- 
000 files kept in evidence about “unreliable” Albanians.®4 
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Not only was the Serbian Communists’ treatment of the Albanians 
on a par with the revolting record of prewar Yugoslavia, but Albania 
had no representation in top party and state bodies. There are al- 
most as many Albanians (1.1 million) as Macedonians and twice 
as many as Montenegrins. Yet until the recent reorganization of 
the top party organs, there was no Albanian in the top leadership. 
It was only in October 1966 that, for the first time since the war, 
ethnic Albanians and Hungarians were elected to the enlarged Pre- 
sidium of the party. Though things have only just begun to change 
in the Kosovo region, the Serbs are already upset about “a threat to 
the position and life of the Serbs and Montenegrins in Kosovo,” and 
disgruntled conservative elements are mounting pressure on the new 
Serbian party leaders “to defend their brethren.” For all the public- 
ity given to the fact that Serbian Communists were “revolted and 
ashamed of the abuses in Kosovo,” there is still a double standard 
in dealing with UDBA murderers and those guilty of political 
dissent. 

The young university lecturer, Mihajlo Mihajlov, whose impor- 
tance was wildly exaggerated in Western press reports, stood on trial 
for the second time in April 1967 for “spreading falsehoods and 
carrying out hostile propaganda against the state.” Already serving 
a prison term, he was sentenced to four and a half years in jail. 
Nine days later, two UDBA officials were tried for having tortured 
two Albanians to death in the town of Prizren in 1954. They were 
sentenced respectively to a five- and a four-year prison term.®4 

The coalition of Croat, Slovene, and Macedonian Communists 
forced the Eighth Party Congress in December 1964 to come out 
unequivocally against the idea of a “single Yugoslav nation” and to 
adopt an outwardly unanimous decision in favor of a drastic re- 
vamping of the economy. This was followed, in July 1965, by the 
launching of The Reform. Professor Rudolf Bicanic, one of the 
country’s foremost economists, called this “a process of the four 
Ds: Decentralization, De-étatization, De-politicization and Democ- 
ratization.”85 

The formal unity proclaimed at the congress and plenary meetings 
of party and state bodies soon began to wear very thin indeed. Tito 
gradually recognized that to reduce The Reform—as in 1961—to 
@ mere superficial stabilization and to block the steadily mounting 
pressures from below for meaningful and not merely verbal 
national equality would be to risk political disaster and a grave 
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national crisis. Deadlock between reformers and centralists polluted 
the atmosphere. At the plenary meeting of the Central Committee 
in February-March 1966, it was abundantly clear that, as King 
Alexander said a generation earlier, “the machine no longer works.” 

The details of the final showdown with Rankovic and his inde- 
pendent apparatus of power read like a detective thriller. The 
radical novelty of the power struggle in the center was that it was 
—at any rate in the last crucial phase—a straightforward battle be- 
tween the security service and the army intelligence, or, in a broader 
context, between the two key levers of power. The UDBA’s decision- 
makers constituted a tightly knit unit pledging unconditional 
obedience only to their chiefs and ultimately to Rankovic, who “was 
identified with the party leadership” as being responsible for the 
entire sector. Though the security service in Croatia and Slovenia 
was also accused of “deformations,” it was the UDBA center, run 
solely by Serbs, that was the key element in the “conspiratorial 
struggle for power.” Rankovic and his two closest collaborators, 
Svetislav Stefanovic, the long-time operative director of the security 
service, and his successor, Vojin Lukic, later “elected” organiza- 
tional secretary of the Serbian Central Committee, sought points of 
control in the central and Serbian party apparat, in the federal and 
Serbian ministries of interior, and last but not least in the Foreign 
Ministry. Rankovic was built up by security agents and informers, 
acting on clear instructions from above, as the successor to Tito. A 
cult was created around his person, and the regular “situation 
reports” on “popular sentiments” prepared by the top UDBA off- 
cials for the party leaders were naturally tailored to fit their pur- 
poses, 

Opponents or waverers were ruthlessly and rapidly removed and 
degraded. Predrag Ajtic, a native Albanian and an old party mem- 
ber, who in 1963 refused to cooperate with the Rankovic group 
when serving as ambassador in Bulgaria, was recalled, expelled 
from the party, and became a social outcast. He was not fully 
rehabilitated until three years later, after the fall of Rankovic. From 
1964 on, Party Secretary Simic in the Foreign Ministry and Deputy 
Foreign Minister Bosko Vidakovic brought the diplomatic service, 
above all its personnel, coding, and communication departments, 
completely under UDBA control. Ambassadors were appointed 
over the head of the Minister, Koca Popovic, though he was a close 
friend of Tito and a prominent figure in his own right. Even diplo- 
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matic cables were first checked and if necessary destroyed before 
they reached Popovic. In the winter of 1964, three leaders of the 
UDBA, headed by the then Minister of Interior, paid a visit to 
Moscow and at a party, when they were slightly drunk, flatly re- 
marked that “Tito is getting old, and it is time Rankovic took over 
the helm.” The Yugoslav Ambassador, Cvijetin Mijatovic, himself a 
Central Committee member, sent an angry cable to Koca Popovic 
relating the episode. But the message never reached him. 

The cumulative effect of these developments, coupled with 
mounting economic, political, and national tensions, convinced Tito 
that “we were heading for difficult times, that around Rankovic a 
personality cult and factional group was beginning to emerge.” He 
was worried “about the party’s prestige, internal and external re- 
percussions,” and thought that the situation “could be dramatic.” 
Rankovic also established close contacts with the Soviet intelligence 
and was often visited by the Soviet Ambassador. As a Central Com- 
mittee member put it at the crucial plenary meeting in July 1966, 
“He was shaping a line in foreign policy different from that of the 
party and government.”®* 

The Belgrade security service had installed listening devices in 
Kardelj’s offices by 1958, and in 1961 his private telephone was con- 
nected with the Rankovic home. From that year on, every room in 
the new government building was also “bugged.” In November 1965 
when Tito came out clearly in favor of the reform course, micro- 
phones were placed in his premises and his official and private tele- 
phone line was linked with Rankovic’s office. 

The high bureaucracy lives in Dedinje, a luxury suburb of Bel- 
grade. From his home at 25 Uzicka Street Rankovic could listen in 
on all the telephone calls in the houses with lower numbers, in- 
cluding Tito’s in number 15. With a switch in his bedroom, he could 
relax and simultaneously eavesdrop on his colleagues in the top 
leadership. 

But the security service failed to infiltrate the army intelligence 
and the top command headed by General Ivan Gosnjak, a Croat 
and a long-standing party leader. While Rankovic had Tito’s prem- 
ises “bugged” and the telephones of other leaders tapped, his own 
line as well as those of Stefanovic and Lukic were monitored by 
army intelligence. The man who may well have given the final 
push to the assault on the UDBA strongholds was Milan Miskovic, 
newly appointed in 1965 as Minister of Interior. Being outside the 
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UDBA clique, Miskovic soon noticed that he was ignored by his 
subordinates, who went directly to Stefanovic, the chairman of a new 
federal commission in charge of all departments dealing with 
security, police, and militia. Later he discovered that wiretapping 
devices had been installed in his office and that he—the Minister 
of Interiorl—was under constant surveillance. 

Vaguely perceiving the gathering clouds, the UDBA conspirators 
gave instructions to tap army intelligence headquarters from May 
30 to June 8, 1966. Party Secretary Lukic, sent as a member of a 
party delegation to Mongolia around the same time, was already 
suspicious and asked the Belgrade UDBA officials to see whether his 
telephone was being tapped. By then, however, the line-up of forces 
was complete, and the decisive blow was skillfully executed. In addi- 
tion to the presidential guard battalions, a significant force in itself, 
elite army units were moved to the capital and the island of Brioni, 
Tito’s other main residence. At the beginning of June, microphones 
were discovered in the Marshal's office and home, even in the bed- 
room. According to one version, a pipe system with the ominous 
implications of a possible “gassing device” was detected. Tito im- 
mediately set up a technical task force to investigate the affair. Lis- 
tening devices were found not only at Kardelj’s premises, but 
also in the homes of the Serbian party leader Jovan Veselinov and 
Premier Petar Stambolic. (During a debate about the Rankovic af- 
fair in the small circle of Tito’s closest collaborators, Kardelj is re- 
ported to have remarked, “I had noted years ago that my telephone 
was being tapped.” “Why didn’t you tell me?” snapped Tito. “I 
thought you might have ordered it. . .” Kardelj said quietly.) One 
week later, on June 16, Rankovic was confronted with the evidence 
at a session of the Executive Committee. He voted for the setting up 
of a party-state investigating commission and resigned as secretary 
and member of the Committee. 

The plenary meeting of the 155-member Central Committee on 
July 1-2, 1966, confirmed the fall of a potential dictator, the wreck- 
age of a brilliant career, which had led a tailor’s apprentice to the 
position of second in command. After forty years of party member- 
ship, Rankovic was forced into unwanted retirement at the early 
age of fifty-seven and three months later was expelled from the party. 
Both he and Stefanovic, after destroying much of the evidence 
against them, attempted to present the “bugging” of Tito’s premises 
as the main issue, strongly hinting that the listening devices had 
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been planted by “someone else.” Rankovic made a desperate and 
futile attempt before the plenary meeting to iron out the affair in a 
personal talk with Tito. Contrary to their hopes, Tito still had enough 
prestige to keep everybody in line, and none of their former close 
associates spoke up in their defense. 

Whether the microphones were placed there by the army in- 
telligence—Stefanovic, according to private information, named Tito’s 
aide-de-camp as being directly responsible—is today irrelevant. The 
Brioni meeting of the Central Committee represented a stunning de- 
feat for the policy of Great Serbian hegemony and bureaucratic cen- 
tralism. In many respects, it may mark a watershed in postwar 
Yugoslav history, hastening the transition from the rule of individ- 
uals to the rule of institutions, from a monolithic dictatorship manip- 
ulated by a handful of people to a more pluralistic system. 

In the long run, perhaps the most important consequence will 
prove to be the demonstration that the Serbian relative majority 
cannot, by numerical superiority, impose its will on the smaller 
nations. At the same time, the press campaign that showed up the 
UDBA officials as utterly corrupt profit-seekers, getting kickbacks 
from directors they helped to appoint, importing tax-free cars and 
selling them at a large mark-up, gambling in exclusive casinos re- 
served for the security officers, building private houses and seaside 
cottages at community expense, and using prisoners as unpaid la- 
borers, blew to smithereens the myth of “the sword of the party.” 

Barely three months after the Rankovic affair, Tito demanded a 
stop to the destructive campaign against privileges and called for 
the strengthening of the security service, which had been demoral- 
ized by the purge. “It was essential,” he said later, “to make people 
as fond of the UDBA as they were during and after the war. . . .” 
But regardless of its reorganization, which involved cutting personnel 
in half, the UDBA can never again become an inviolable symbol 
and center of power. More important still, it has been drastically 
decentralized, with most of its powers transferred to the republics, 
which have also taken over border and customs control. A parlia- 
mentary watchdog commission checks its over-all operations, and 
similar bodies have been formed at regional levels. 

The fact that even the speeches made by the defeated faction at 
the plenary meeting, as well as all the lurid details of the UDBA 
tyranny and “dolce vita,” were published by the mass media was 
a product of and factor in the process of democratization. The Ran- 
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kovic affair was not a purge like the staged trials still characteristic 
of “conventional” Communist power struggles. Rankovic and his 
seventeen high-ranking collaborators were pardoned in December 
1966 by presidential decree, after criminal proceedings had been 
instituted against them. The federal parliament approved the de- 
cree, although nine deputies abstained from voting. There are many 
explanations for the amnesty, some conflicting and each probably 
containing an element of truth. One version is that the victors wanted 
to appease Serbian public opinion, which immediately reacted to 
the fall of the top Serbian leader with instinctive national solidarity. 
Another is that Rankovic demanded a public trial; but he new 
too much, and thus had some trump cards. The official arguments 
for the amnesty referred to “the strength of self-government, human- 
ism, past services rendered by Rankovic and some of the other 
accused.” While the compromise solution deprived Rankovic of the 
chance to defend himself, many Serbs interpreted it as a sign of the 
weakness of the “anti-Serb victors.” 

Be that as it may, the Brioni plenum gave a tremendous push 
to democratization and the trend toward national equality. At the 
elections in April 1967, voters were given a much wider range of 
choice on republican and federal Jevels than in 1965. Representa- 
tives are elected for a four-year term, but every second year half 
of them come up for re-election. While the number of candidates at 
the communa] level in 1965 was already twice the number of seats, 
there were only 64 candidates for 60 seats in the top political 
chamber of the federal parliament. In 1967, however, voters elected 
6o deputies out of 81 candidates for the federal parliament, and 325 
out of 425 candidates for the republican parliaments. Though the 
number of candidates proposed at nomination meetings was dras- 
tically reduced by the Communist-controlled electoral commissions, 
there was still an incomparably greater freedom of choice than be- 
fore. In quite a few districts it came down to real contests between 
2 or even 3 to 5 candidates on the ballot. Three prominent party 
functionaries, including Minister of Foreign Trade Nikola Dzuvero- 
vic, were beaten. 

The resignation of the Slovene government on December 7, 1966, 
after its defeat in the social-health chamber of the republican 
parliament dramatically revealed the extent of pluralism in political 
life. The chamber voted 44 to 11 in favor of rejecting the govern- 
ment’s bill to increase the contribution paid by individual workers 
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to the cost of the health services. In 1964 and 1965, even the federal 
government had been outvoted on various measures, but this was 
the first time that a Communist government took the unprecedented 
step of tendering its resignation. The “government crisis” in Slovenia 
lasted three weeks, providing astounding evidence of the progress 
toward making parliamentary institutions more genuinely demo- 
cratic and influential centers of decision-making. 

As a first step toward the reorganization of the party, the top 
bodies were broadened. Using once again the old technique of giv- 
ing new names to institutions, a Presidium, consisting of thirty-five 
members, replaced the old Executive Committee as the policy- 
making body. The new Executive Committee, now composed of 
eleven members, was given purely executive functions, and the mem- 
bers barred from operative positions in the state apparatus and 
other political bodies.* 

But as Krste Crvenkovski repeatedly warned, “The abolish- 
ment of personal union between party and government leadership 
is only the first step. . . . Democracy should cease to be the priv- 
ilege of a self-styled elite.” This also depends on the handling of 
the so-called “system of rotation” under which leading officials can 
have only one, or, under special circumstances, two terms in office, 
which had been a game of musical chairs with the same small group 
of people switching from a top position in the government to a simi- 
lar high post in the party, the unions, or mass organizations. Profes- 
sor Rajko Tomovic, writing in the official party organ, fittingly 
compared the rotation “to a closed circle which opens only if and 
when someone new is introduced into the circle, but not to break the 
circle itself.”87 


* Further important changes were announced after the plenary meeting of 
the all-Yugoslav Central Committee in July 1968. The Central Committee as 
such will be abolished. The next party congress, in 1969, will elect instead an 
enlarged forty-nine member Presidium and sixty-seven members of the so-called 
standing group of a completely new body—the Conference of the League of 
Communists. While the congress is held every four years, the supreme policy- 
making organ between two congresses, controlling the activities of the Presid- 
ium and the Executive Committee Secretariat, will be the annual Conference. 
The mandate of the 250-300 delegates will last only one year except for the 
standing group elected by the congress. The Conference can also change the 
composition of the Presidium—up to 40 per cent of its membership. The new 
structure and other provisions should make the selection and renewal of key 
personnel more genuinely democratic. 
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The first really comprehensive reshuffle took place in May 1967. 
Except for Tito and three other officials whose terms had not yet 
expired, a completely new team took over the leading posts in 
parliament and the federal government. For the first time, the top 
party leaders were freed of any administrative responsibilities in 
the state administration at federal and republican levels. The actual 
government, called the Federal Executive Council, is headed by a 
president and two vice presidents and consists of fourteen members. 
The ministers, secretaries of state, and presidents of various com- 
missions are regarded as officials. In all, thirty-eight people consti- 
tute the top administrative team. 

Only two of the thirty-five-member party Presidium are in the 
government—Mika Spiljak, fifty-one, the Premier, and one of his 
deputies, Rudi Kolak, forty-eight. It is true that eleven of the thirty- 
eight top officials also belong to the party’s Central Committee, but 
the generation of prewar Communist leaders have been largely re- 
placed by younger men who joined the party during the war and 
held only low or medium ranks as Partisans, since administrators, 
planners, and scientists outnumber party professionals three to one. 
Their average age is forty-seven, and one of the ministers, Bora 
Jelic, former Deputy Governor of the Central Bank, actually joined 
the party only after the war. 

Will the “glorious heroes and pompous fools,” as a well-known 
Yugoslav describes the majority of the Old Guard, really step down? 
Will selection now be guided by ability rather than by “the clique”? 
There are several important factors that are still a deadweight on 
upward mobility. First of all there is the more or less proportional 
representation of the nations at the federal level. The designated 
Premier, the architect of The Reform, was the able Slovene, Boris 
Krajger. He was killed in an automobile accident just before the 
election, and the careful balance between the republican repre- 
sentatives was upset. The Croat Spiljak, generally regarded as a man 
of mediocre abilities, was put forward as candidate for the premier- 
ship. The new Secretary of the party's Executive Committee, 
Mijalko Todorovic, was a Serb, Another ranking party leader, Veljko 
Vlahovic, a Montenegrin, was to be President of the Federal Parlia- 
ment, which meant, after the post of Vice President was abolished, 
that he would have ranked as formal deputy to the President, that 
is, to Marshal Tito. 

The line-up would have been: a Croat President (because Tito is 


YUGOSLAVIA 167 


formally counted as a Croat), a Croat Premier, a Serb party Secre- 
tary, and a Montenegrin as President of Parliament. On top of this, 
moreover, one of the deputy premiers, Kiro Gligorov, is a Mace- 
donian and the other, Rudi Kolak, represents the republic of Bosnia, 
although he is also of Croatian stock. The proposals were published 
at the end of January 1967. Talking to Bakaric about a month later, 
I asked, “Won’t the Serbs be dissatisfied with their representation 
having only Todorovic in a top position?” Bakaric in reply stressed 
that “Todorovic’s position is an extremely important one. . . .” 

In March, however, a major scandal erupted when eighteen Croat 
scientific institutions, headed by 130 prominent scholars including 
80 Communists, issued a declaration asking for a constitutional 
change to make Serbian and Croatian separate languages instead of 
Serbo-Croatian/Croat-Serbian. They claimed that the Croatian dia- 
lect was discriminated against in everyday use and the Serb version 
imposed as the common language. The initiative, staged or spon- 
taneous, was not only disastrously timed and practically superfluous 
in view of the evolving changes in the federal structure, but played 
directly into the hands of the Serb nationalists. An hysterical mass 
campaign was launched. The people who had signed the declaration 
were expelled from the party, while forty-five Serb writers, almost 
half of them Communists, including one member of the Serbian 
Central Committee, reacted in a similarly couched counterproposal, 
demanding instruction in Serbian dialect and in Cyrillic letters for 
the 650,000 Serbs living in Croatia. The dispute also involved the 
ethnic nationality of the Montenegrins, whose party leadership came 
out in a strongly worded statement against “Great Serbian hegem- 
onists who deny the Montenegrins’ national individuality.” 

Inflamed national passions, especially the already wounded pride 
of the Serbs who had “lost” Rankovic, brought a “reappraisal” of 
the original suggestions for the top position. Taking into account 
the principle of “numerical representation of individual nations and 
republics in supreme state and political bodies,” the Socialist 
Alliance, the mass organization that formally proposes the candi- 
dates, dropped the Montenegrin Vlahovic and nominated a leading 
Serb functionary, Milentije Popovic, for President of the Federal 
Parliament. Thus within three months, the leadership had to yield 
to the pent-up national feelings of the Serbs. 

All this was not a “palace intrigue” or a trifling personal matter, 
but an index to the enormous role the national question plays in 
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every single field, including the selection of leaders: ethnic nation- 
ality and not ability remains the often overriding consideration. As a 
result, the smaller nations, the Slovenes and Macedonians, were 
“the losers” in a Serb-Croat deal that neatly divided the four top 
positions. The affair once again confirmed that the existence of 
Yugoslavia depends on the balance between Serbs and Croats. It is 
their relationship that ultimately determines the given temperature 
of national tensions. 

The second factor within the given Communist system that has 
a covert but nonetheless important influence on decison-making 
and social mobility is the role of the Old Guard. Tito’s collabora- 
tors are, as far as their record goes, old-timers, but actually they are 
all in their mid-fifties. Former members of the previous almighty 
Executive Committee, such as ex-Premier Stambolic, the Serb lead- 
ers Veselinov, Kardelj, or the Montenegrin Vukmanovic-Tempo, are 
today members of what the Yugoslavs hopefully but not quite real- 
istically call the “Upper House.” This special sort of “Senate” 
called the Council of Federation consists of sixty-seven members and 
according to the Constitution has only advisory functions. The Old 
Guard also dominates the party Presidium. 

Events during and after the Arab-Israeli war in 1967 showed, how- 
ever, that persons with prestige can exert a great influence on im- 
portant decisions whether or not they have executive functions. The 
role of the Old Guard is insolubly tied to Tito’s. His position has a 
two-fold impact on developments: as the only figure standing above 
the separate nationalities, his prestige helps to smooth the transition 
from a federal form with centralist content to something more akin 
to a confederation whose base is to be a unanimous and not majority 
rule. Yet because he is a historic figure above overt criticism, he has 
been, in a sense, the single greatest stumbling block to a meaningful 
democratization of decision-making, both within and outside the 
party. Tito, who regards the army as the only remaining effective 
instrument of unifying the country, and the handling of major for- 
eign policy issues as his personal domain, has refused to reduce his 
activity to that of a benign “father figure.” His single-handed initia- 
tives in the Middle East crisis, his participation at two Soviet bloc 
summit meetings in June and July 1967, without first consulting 
the proper party and government bodies, harmed Yugoslavia’s stand- 
ing in the world and compromised her alleged “non-aligned” posi- 
tion. Worse still, Tito still clings to the obsolete Leninist structure 
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and character of the party, resisting real and not merely technical 
changes. 

The creation of a six-member executive body of the Council of 
Federation consisting of his oldest friends—Kardelj, Koca Popovic, 
General Gosnjak, Vlahovic, Vukmanovic-Tempo, and his Cabinet 
chief, Vladimir Popovic—in July 1967 raised the ominous specter of 
a “super-cabinet,” a power center subordinate only to Tito. He has 
complained several times that “people say that no one listens to 
me any longer.”8* Thus it is somewhat naive to believe that either 
Tito, as long as he is alive, or the relatively youthful “Old Guard” 
will ever be mere spectators watching the “legitimate” party and 
government bodies dealing with important policy issues. 

Yet it is also a fact that Tito no longer possesses total authority and 
his influence within a looser form of federalism is bound to wane 
much faster than it did before the fall of Rankovic. A new struc- 
ture of checks and balances influenced by clear-cut national and 
regional interests is emerging. The question of Tito’s “successor” is 
no longer on the agenda; the problem of succession, however im- 
portant, is only a part of finding an acceptable solution to the 
“peaceful coexistence” of the nations of Yugoslavia. 

The Reform is still in its first phase. The long-term options be- 
tween a developed and an underdeveloped economic model, be- 
tween over-all or selective growth, between the market mechanism 

and centralized investments, between economic efficiency and the 
policy of equal stomachs, have yet to be made. But the Federation 
is changing its character so rapidly that even these crucial questions 
are likely to be posed in a different fashion. The Chamber of Na- 
tionalities in the Federal Parliament has already secured increased 
powers to block any bills passed in the Federal—that is, the policy- 
making—Chamber. The composition of political and other bodies 
will be based more and more on the principle of republican delega- 
tions, instead of on the “superiority of nations which have a numeri- 
cal majority.”°° 

The six republican parties, although all are Communist, in some 
ways resemble the prewar line-up of forces organized along national 
lines. The UDBA has already been decentralized, and the decision 
that 25 per cent of all recruits do their military service in the terri- 
tory from which they come may be the first step toward the creation 
of standing republican armies. The Croats point out that, under 
the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, Croatia had regiments of its own 
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with Croat officers who commanded in the Croat language. The 
Slovenes, who began their campaign for real equality of languages 
in the autumn of 1966, are fervently supported by the Macedonians. 

There are, of course, two points of view on the trend toward con- 
federation. “Some people ask: Can Yugoslavia afford to have six film 
industries? But others say: Can anyone hinder a nation expressing 
itself through this medium?” as Crvenkovski once put it, adding 
acidly, “there are no wise centers, or provinces that are always 
wrong.’*° The same dispute affects television, publishing, educa- 
tion, and so on. The Serbs, accustomed to being the “leading nation,” 
ask, “What price federalism?” to which the others respond, “What 
price centralism?” 

The danger is that the power of control over the national currents 
can easily slip from the hands of the Communist leaders of the re- 
spective ethnic groups. This happened, for example, in the case of 
the Croat declaration in favor of linguistic equality. Bakaric and his 
associates intended to use the “pure” Croat nationalists as political 
tools and discard them once the battle with Rankovic for the 
“federalizing of the Federation” was won. But the temporary allies 
got out of control with frightening ease. Serbian hegemony in the 
guise of Communist centralism poured oil on the smoldering fires 
of aggressive Croat separatism, defensive Slovene nationalism, 
Macedonian national feelings—not to speak of the disgruntled Al- 
banians suffering from Serbian oppression. The transition from 
majority decisions at the apex to unanimous rule—the technique of 
confederation—is fraught with dangers, and the advent of television 
magnifies and dramatizes the issues. 

National feelings act and react upon one another. The Macedonian 
Orthodox church proclaims itself autocephalous, that is, fully inde- 
pendent, in 1967 although the Serbian mother church refuses to 
recognize it as such; the Albanians for the first time try in earnest 
to assert their rights in terms of the Constitution. And to add insult 
to injury, a Croat sits in Belgrade as Premier. Serbian public 
opinion is deeply offended and aroused in “the defense of Serbia.” 
The centuries-old feelings of national superiority toward the former 
provinces of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, not to speak of such 
“dubious” ethnic groups as the Macedonians or the Albanians, those 
latecomers to “Old Serbia,” are more powerful than the tenuous 
bonds of Communist party discipline. The situation is particularly 
dangerous in Serbia where, before and during the war, the party 


YUGOSLAVIA 171 


was much weaker than in other parts of the country. And now there 
are no Serbian leaders in power remotely comparable in prestige 
and stature to the deposed Rankovic. Thus, in contrast to the early 
sixties, Serbia may well become a storm center particularly in view 
of an unnatural—yet in national terms logical—alliance of Serbian 
nationalists of the old school and the Rankovic vintage. What the 
regime describes as a “political underground” is precisely this 
phenomenon, which poses a potentially serious threat to the post- 
Rankovic moderate Communist leadership in Serbia.° 

The test of a truly federal structure of nations with equal rights, 
like the most difficult period of The Reform, is still ahead. As the 
moderates on all sides realize, the national conflict is “unwinnable” 
in a much deeper sense than is commonly understood by the man 
in the street. Yugoslavia’s problems can be solved by consent only 
if there is national equality and a necessary minimum of consensus 
among the nations and their protagonists. The single Yugoslav state, 
tension-ridden as it may be, exists and is bound to survive, barring 
an unlikely upheaval on European scale, because a secession or 
break-up would expose the component national units to an even 
more dangerous future. No one, aside from the most extreme Croat 
separatists, is ready willfully to destroy the federation, however 
they may feel about it. 

Yugoslavia is a single-party dictatorship, but compared to 
countries at a similar stage of economic development such as Spain or 
Portugal, Greece or Turkey, its political record is by no means as 
disappointing as conventional ideological labels would suggest. By 
trial and error, search and experiment, it has covered an amazing 


° Sharpening tensions were evident in the recall of former Yugoslav Premier 
Stambolic, not exactly a liberal, from the “Upper House” to the presidency of 
the Serbian party in January 1968. The behind-the-scenes conflict over the 
national problem came to a head at the May plenary meeting of the Serbian 
Central Committee when two leading members—the historian Jovan Marjanovic 
and the well-known writer Dobrica Cosic—publicly complained about an “anti- 
Serbian trend” in political life, particularly in the autonomous provinces of 
Kosmet and Voivodina. Though the Central Committee formally condemned 
their “slanderous” statements, both men have remained members of the Com- 
mittee. This leniency provided ample evidence that most of the Serbian party 
leaders are not able (or perhaps even willing) to fight the nationalistic tide in 
their republic. Soon afterward a spate of terrorist bombings in Belgrade per- 
petrated by Croat nationalists further inflamed popular feelings and made 
meaningful action against rampant chauvinism more difficult, if not impossible. 
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distance, racing ahead of all other Communist-ruled countries toward 
a more tolerant, more humane, and more liberal system. Given the 
multinational context and historical background, the emergence of 
an all-Yugoslav opposition to communism as such can be safely 
discounted; a multiparty system would inevitably have to be organ- 
ized along national and not political lines. Even allowing for the 
potentially crucial role of the army in a power struggle, it seems 
more likely that the League of Communists, like parliament, will 
be the arena of an open give-and-take between competing groups, 
all calling themselves Communist, but representing different groups 
and national interests. The greatest immediate problem is how to 
fit the party into the specific Yugoslav framework. But what happens 
within the party is determined by the national environment. In this 
sense, the spirit of national affirmation, for all its tensions and risks, 
has opened up new vistas by shattering the myth of formal unity 
and unconditional discipline that never really existed. Thus the 
future depends not only on the outcome of a “showdown” between 
Communists and non-Communists, between young and old gen- 
erations, between technocratic-minded executives and _ politically 
minded bureaucrats. All these crosscurrents are but elements in the 
great unsolved task of transforming the “necessity” of Yugoslavia into 
a “harmony” of its distinct yet associated peoples, into a unity in 
diversity. 


IV 


ALBANIA 
A Traditional Fuse to the Balkan Powder Keg 


The only religion for an Albanian is Albanianism. 


—Enver Hoxha 


“For those who stand in the way of unity, a spit in the face, a sock 
in the jaw, and, if necessary, a bullet in the head.” This ominous 
warning was not given at a secret meeting of the Mafia in Sicily or 
at a Casa Nostra convention in a New York restaurant, but at the 
Fourth Congress of the Albanian Communist Party in February 
1961. The number two man in the leadership of the smallest ruling 
Communist party in the world, Premier Mehmet Shehu, threatened 
any would-be waverers at home and simultaneously cautioned the 
Soviet guests and delegations of the other “fraternal parties” that 
his tiny country would not yield to mounting Soviet pressure. 

Nine months later came the open break between the Soviet 
world power and the smallest, poorest, most backward and isolated 
country in the Balkans. In spite of the aid and protection of distant 
China, few believed at the time that the ruling group of the most 
primitive of all European Communist states would be able to ride 
out the storm and survive for long. But six years have gone by, and 
while Khrushchev, the excommunicator whom the Albanian party 
leader, Enver Hoxha, described as “the greatest counterrevolution- 
ary charlatan and clown the world has ever known,” has disap- 
peared from the stage, the Albanian regime continues to thrive. 

Far from getting more conciliatory with the passage of time, Al- 
banian words and deeds are as ferociously defiant as ever. Three 
Soviet overtures for re-establishing trade contacts, including the 
offer of badly needed spare parts, were scornfully flouted by the 
Albanians. When not invited to the Warsaw Pact or Comecon 
meetings, they protest violently, for Albania is nominally still a mem- 
ber of both organizations. When they do receive an invitation, they 
answer haughtily that first the other Communist states should 
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mend their ways and offer public apologies to Albania.* Enver 
Hoxha and his associates rejected “with contempt the dirty invitation 
of the Soviet revisionists” to participate at the festivities celebrating 
the fiftieth anniversary of the Russian Revolution and simultaneously 
appealed to “the Soviet brothers” to launch a “new revolution to 
destroy the treacherous revisionists.”! 

This Communist outpost on the Adriatic, the size of Maryland 
with an estimated population in 1967 of about 2 million, has the 
psychology of a besieged fortress. All opponents, real or imaginary, 
not only its immediate neighbors the “Tito clique and the Greek 
monarcho-fascists” but also “the U.S. imperialists and the Khru- 
shchevite revisionists have plotted and are plotting against the 
People’s Republic of Albania.” This feeling of permanent external 
insecurity is reflected in the exhortations to the workers and soldiers 
to work harder “in a revolutionary way with a revolutionary disci- 
pline and military rhythm . . . building socialism with a pick in one 
hand, a rifle in the other.” 

If the Balkans have been the traditional powder keg of European 
politics, then this most obscure corner has more often than com- 
monly realized been the fuse that exploded the tinderbox. The proc- 
ess, like so much else in modern Balkan history, began with the dis- 
integration of the Ottoman Empire. The Albanians as the oldest 
inhabitants of the Balkan Peninsula feel that their history has been 
one of perpetual insult. Aside from the short glorious chapter when 
Skanderbeg repulsed the waves of Turkish invasion in the fifteenth 
century, the descendants of the ancient Illyrians have from early 
days been an apple of discord among their more powerful neigh- 
bors. While the Greeks’ imagination is still fired by the memory of 
Byzantium, the Bulgarians evoke the great medieval empires of 
Simeon and Samuel, and the Serbs dream of the Golden Age of Tsar 
Dushan, the history of Albania has been one of constant foreign 
domination or partition.? After having played a significant role as 
Muslim equals in the ruling elite of the Ottoman Empire, the 
Albanians had by the end of the nineteenth century fallen behind 
the emerging neighboring nation-states and developed a defensive 
nationalism and a sense of grievance which was to outlast their later 
gain of nominal independence. 

Albania provides an excellent case study of small-power imperial- 
ism, of attempts at territorial aggrandizement by Serbia, Greece, 


* See footnote on p. 22. 
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and Montenegro, small states that themselves fought in self- 
defense against great-power intervention. The fight for the control 
over the area inhabited by the Albanian tribes, which throughout 
history lacked religious and social unity, has always been stimulated 
by open territorial disputes. The most important of these concerns 
the Kosovo region and northwestern Macedonia. When in the six- 
teenth and seventeenth centuries the Orthodox Serbs left the area 
around Pec, Prizren, and northern Macedonia, the Albanian Mus- 
lims gradually occupied the vacant lands. 

To the Serbs, this region was Old Serbia, which had been Slav 
since the seventh century and included the sites of their first 
patriarchate at Pec and of the fateful battle of 1389. Thus in the 
wake of the Turkish defeat in 1877-78, the Serbs and their brethren, 
the Montenegrins, immediately claimed substantial areas, while the 
Greeks coveted large portions of southern Albania, which they 
called Northern Epirus. Aware of the weakness of the decaying Otto- 
man Empire, the Albanians resorted to arms, formed the League of 
Prizren, and demanded autonomy under Turkish sovereignty. The 
Congress of Berlin in 1878 greatly reduced the territorial awards to 
their rapacious neighbors. In fact, the Albanians were doing so well 
in the fighting that it took a naval demonstration by the six Great 
Powers to force the cession of Ulcinj, the small Adriatic port, to 
Montenegro, thus giving that landlocked mountain bastion a 
coveted outlet on the sea. 

Though the Turks had stimulated the rise of Albanian national- 
ism as an instrument to stave off the loss of their last European pos- 
sessions, they soon became alarmed at the drive for cultural 
autonomy. The Sultan dissolved the League of Prizren and sup- 
pressed the society formed for the defense and development of 
the Albanian language, while the Patriarch of Constantinople 
threatened to excommunicate anyone found reading or writing Al- 
banian.2 The Albanians suffered the embitterment of loyalty be- 
trayed and went on the defensive not only against the Turks, who by 
denying their national identity and cultural autonomy alienated the 
most reliable remaining subjects of the Sultan in the Balkans, but 
also against the infidel who wanted to impose his will upon them, 
whom they considered inferior. 

Unable to catch up with the neighboring nation-states and re- 
senting the injustice to its national cause, Albania with two revolts 
in 1909 and 1911 in Kosovo and the adjoining regions precipi- 
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tated the war between the Balkan states and Turkey. But in all the 
changes of fortune in the two Balkan Wars over the control of 
European Turkey and the division of the spoils, the Albanians were 
the losers. Serbia and Montenegro in the north and Greece in the 
south took by force well over one-third of the territory inhabited 
mainly by Albanians and, not satisfied with these territorial gains, 
aimed to dismember rump Albania. 

Three factors helped Albania survive the following decade of 
anarchy and emerge as an independent state in 1920, The same 
factors have enabled the country to outlive the constant menace to 
its independence in our time. These were the perennial discord 
among its more powerful land and sea neighbors, Yugoslavia, Greece, 
and Italy, over how to dismember it; the intervention of one or 
more of the great powers to maintain a precarious balance in the 
Balkans; and last but not least the staunch determination and sheer 
will power of the small menaced nation to resist foreign invasions. 

Though a Constituent Assembly held in November 1912 in the 
port of Vlora (Vallona) proclaimed the independence of rump 
Albania, large portions of the country were still occupied by her 
neighbors. Later Austrian and Italian intervention forced the in- 
vaders to evacuate the occupied territories, after which the great 
powers agreed that Albania should be a sovereign principality with 
a prince. Naval demonstrations and an Austrian ultimatum to Serbia 
kept the neighbors in check. Nevertheless, a northern chieftain, 
Esad Pasha, bribed by Serbia, rose in revolt against the interna- 
tional commission that in theory ruled the country. The first formal 
tuler, chosen by the great powers, the German Prince Wilhelm zu 
Wied landed in Durres (Durazzo) in March 1914. But the new 
state did not even have any agreed-upon frontiers when World War 
I broke out. Prince Wied was forced to leave the country barely 
six months after his arrival. 

During the war Albania was occupied first by its neighbors and 
Italy, subsequently in the north by Austria, the southeast by 
France, the south by Italy. The rival claims of the would-be con- 
querors—Italy, Greece, and Yugoslavia—dominated the endless dis- 
putes about Albania’s future at the Versailles peace conference. 
The situation was slanted in favor of Italy, which, in the secret 
Treaty of London in 1915, had secured the promise of a mandate 
over central Albania, including the annexation of the two strate- 
gically situated Adriatic ports of Vlora and Sasseno. The Serbs at 
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first relied on their vassal, Esad Pasha, who presented himself at the 
peace conference as the only legal representative of Albania, but the 
Greeks, claiming the need to protect the Orthodox Albanians, 
who amounted to one-fifth of the population, concluded a deal 
with the Italians that would have meant dividing the country be- 
tween Greece and Italy. After this agreement was announced, the 
Serbs also presented their claims. 

Albania’s fate seemed to have been sealed, as the great powers 
were more than willing to get rid of the nuisance of the dispute and 
satisfy all the claimants. The Albanian delegation at the confer- 
ence made a twofold bid: for the territorial integrity of rump 
Albania, and the right to self-determination for the areas ceded 
previously to Serbia, Montenegro, and Greece. The shifts in the in- 
ternational situation, the bickering among the neighbor states, and 
the rising resistance of the Albanians in the country itself 
strengthened President Woodrow Wilson’s determination to resist 
the dismemberment of the country. At the beginning of 1920, an 
Albanian national congress held in the town of Lushnja spoke out 
firmly against any kind of mandate over the country and demanded 
ethnic borders for Albania. 

A series of events then combined to help the Albanians. France 
wanted to evacuate its zone of occupation; Greece was fully occu- 
pied with the gathering storms in Asia Minor; Esad Pasha was 
assassinated in Paris by an Albanian nationalist; sporadic revolts 
by brigands financed and equipped by the Yugoslav government 
were crushed in northern Albania; Italy was forced to evacuate 
the coastal strip under the growing pressure of the national move- 
ment and canceled the partition agreement with Greece, concluded 
barely a year earlier. The Albanian parliament elected in 1920 
formed a government dominated by a young Muslim chieftain from 
the north, Bey Ahmed Zogu, a former officer in the Austrian army, 
who became Minister of Interior and later commander of the army. 
Albania was recognized as a sovereign independent state and 
admitted to the League of Nations in December 1920. The confer- 
ence of the Great Power ambassadors proclaimed that “the exist- 
ence of a free and independent Albania is the basic condition for the 
maintenance of peace in the Balkan peninsula.” But it took a fur- 
ther six years until the Greeks and Yugoslavs, after many skirmishes, 
which even involved the bombardment and seizure of the island 
of Korfu by Mussolini’s navy as retaliation for the assassination of an 


ALBANIA 179 


Italian general heading the international frontier-drawing com- 
mission, were forced to recognize the final and exact boundary 
lines. Thus one can say that the birth of modern Albania lasted 
almost fifteen years. 

To understand the violent nationalism, deep-rooted loneliness, 
and ruthless code of behavior of present-day Albanians, one must 
remember their long history of humiliating injustices. Hemmed in 
since time immemorial by more powerful neighbors and deserted 
so often by outside powers that had proffered help, the Albanians, 
regardless of religion and politics, grew suspicious of everyone. The 
history of interwar Albania as well as that of the Communist regime 
has also been overshadowed by the interference of foreign powers, 
by the Albanian search for a powerful foreign protector, and by the 
perennial concern of its neighbors on land and sea over the poten- 
tial menace of Albania’s becoming the puppet of a big power. Eth- 
nic factors have always injected an element of tension into Albania’s 
relations with Yugoslavia, which contains over 40 per cent of the 
smal! Albanian nation. While the Kosovo region and the fate of its 
Albanian inhabitants feed the spirit of extreme nationalism and 
territorial irredentism, the ever-present menace of a Greek move 
to annex southern Albania (Northern Epirus) puts the tiny country 
on the defensive. As a result, the 460-mile land frontiers cutting 
through black jagged mountains and lakes are regions of almost 
permanent insecurity. Italy, only forty-two miles away across the 
Straits of Otranto, has on the whole, in spite of Mussolini’s suicidal 
adventure in 1939, preferred an independent but weak Albania, 
permitting Italian domination of the Adriatic and keeping foreign 
intruders out of this sensitive region. 

Aside from strategic considerations and the insatiable territorial 
appetite of small-power imperialism, there was no compelling ad- 
vantage in securing control over what was the most underdeveloped 
of all Balkan regions. The mountainous area, with only a fraction 
of land under crops, has always been an economic liability to 
the given protector or conqueror. As late as 1938, well over four- 
fifths of the population were illiterate; one out of every two babies 
died in their first year; the extraction of raw materials (oil, chro- 
mium ore) had only just begun; there was no industry, only some 
handicrafts; the entire labor force totaled barely 15,000; and there 
were altogether some 80 engineers, economists, and agronomists 
among the 380 foreign-trained university graduates. 


180 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


In addition to the extremely backward environment, the Shkum- 
bini River, just sixteen miles south of Tirana, the capital since 1920, 
constituted a historic dividing line between peoples with two differ- 
ent dialects and great variations in social structure and behavior 
patterns. In the north lived the Gegs, mainly Muslims with a small 
Catholic minority, in a primitive tribal society based on clan loyalty 
and ruled by the chieftains of the different clans. The institution 
of the blood feud, going back to the fifteenth century, dominated 
the code of behavior and provided a savage counterforce against 
one of the traditionally highest natural population growths in 
the world. The chief of a clan was an absolute ruler, allowing no 
appeal against his judgments. A variety of offenses to women 
served as an igniting spark for the blood feuds. Women were en- 
gaged in their infancy. If later the girl did not wish to marry the 
man whom her parents had chosen for her, she had to swear per- 
petual virginity. If she nevertheless married another man, a blood 
feud broke out at once. According to one estimate, in some parts of 
northern Albania about 20 per cent of the annual male death rate 
in the 1920s was caused by blood feuds.5 A German soldier men- 
tioned in his wartime diary that he had witnessed in 1942-43 
“women markets” with sales arranged on the spot. 

In contrast to the Geg highlanders (who also form the great 
majority of the Albanians living in the Kosovo region of Yugoslavia), 
the plainsmen of the south speak the Tosk dialect and have al- 
ways been more susceptible to foreign, mainly Greek and Italian, 
influences. The Tosks constituted the bulk of the landless and sub- 
sistence level peasants, many of them belonging to the Orthodox 
minority and living mostly in villages, not in isolated homesteads 
as in the north. They were economically and socially ruled by a 
small group of great landowners, almost without exception Muslim 
beys. 

Since the time of Skanderbeg, the national hero, the more primi- 
tive Gegs and their chieftains had dominated movements for in- 
dependence and statehood. The first government of independent 
Albania was, however, headed by a Tosk, the Orthodox Bishop 
Fan Noli. A progressive educated in the United States, his govern- 
ment recognized the Soviet government and proclaimed a radical 
land reform. His left-wing regime was short-lived being overthrown 
in 1924 by Ahmed Zogu, a Geg chieftain who had received arms 
and financial support from the Yugoslav government. For almost 
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fifteen years, Zogu, first as premier, after 1928 as King Zog, ruled 
Albania. Living in constant fear of assassination, Zog rarely appeared 
in public. That his suspicions were well-founded was vividly demon- 
strated during a short visit to Vienna in 1931 when he and his body- 
guards fought a gun duel with assassins on the steps of the Vienna 
State Opera house.® 

Zog’s main energies were devoted to keeping on as friendly terms 
as possible with his neighbors, but in the given international context 
his political problems were insoluble. Zog first looked to Belgrade, 
then, from the mid-twenties, to Italy as his main source of financial 
and military aid. Under the Treaty of Tirana concluded with Musso- 
lini’s regime, Albania became in effect if not in name a client state 
of Italy. With the exported raw materials covering only 40 per cent 
of the annual import bill, Italian loans poured in. The Albanian cur- 
rency was printed in Italy and even its National Bank was set up 
there. Recognizing the danger of full colonization, Zog made a des- 
perate attempt to switch more of the country’s trade to Yugoslavia 
and Greece. But Fascist Italy tightened the economic screws and 
staged a naval demonstration along the Albanian coast. The diaries 
of Count Ciano, Mussolini’s son-in-law and Foreign Minister, give an 
illuminating account of just how much the conquest of Albania 
kept dominating Mussolini’s dreams. The invasion project was al- 
ternately on and off as the Fascist dictator witnessed Hitler’s stun- 
ning successes in Central Europe. When King Zog stubbornly refused 
to accept full colonization in exchange for bribes, Mussolini invaded 
the country in April 1939, using the attack also as a launching pad 
for a further thrust toward Greece in 1940 under the pretext of 
“protecting the maltreated Albanian minority.” 

The experiment in independence was brief and disastrous. De- 
spite some advance toward a functioning government and economic 
improvement, Albania remained the most primitive backwater in 
Europe, serving, as before, as a thoroughfare for invading armies—a 
minor theater in a world conflict with no one paying much attention 
to the interests of the local inhabitants. Zog fled with his young 
Hungarian wife, Countess Geraldine Apponyi, and his infant heir; 
he died only a few years ago, in exile. As to his record, one may 
quote the foremost expert on Albania, Professor Stavro Skendi, who 
summed up Zog’s reign in the following words: “Whatever his flaws, 
he made a nation and a government where there had been a people 
and anarchy,”? 


182 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


How does a Yugoslav satellite become an ally of China? 


Communism achieved one of its most “unhistorical” victories 
in tiny backward Albania. The Albanian Communist Party was bom 
during the convulsions of World War II and the principal midwives 
were the Yugoslav Partisans and British army and intelligence 
officers. From its birth to the present, however, the history of Al- 
banian communism provides a classic example of ideology serving 
as a mask for ancient historical factors, geographical conditions, and 
local pressures. 

The first Albanian Communists were the followers of the deposed 
Bishop Fan Noli who made their way via Vienna and Paris to 
Moscow. Here they formed a National Revolutionary Committee, 
which later became subordinated to the Balkan Federation of Com- 
munist parties and thus also to the Comintern. The most important 
figure was Ali Kelmendi, a Geg from the north, who was trained in 
Moscow and subsequently sent back to Albania to organize the first 
Communist cells. Forced to flee in 1936, Kelmendi fought in the 
Spanish Civil War and was, until his death in 1939, the acknowl}- 
edged leader of the small group of Albanian Communists living in 
France. Another early Communist leader was Bishop Fan Noli’s 
former private secretary, the poet Sejfulla Maleshova, who was 
purged from the Central Committee in 1948. The leader of the 
Communist students abroad, Lazar Fundo, was at odds with Kel- 
mendi and narrowly escaped death in Moscow during the Great 
Purge. He broke eventually with the Communists, acted as a political 
adviser to the nationalist guerrillas during the war, and was killed 
by his former comrades in 1944. 

But the bulk of the people who ruled Albania after the war 
were Tosk intellectuals. Sons of well-to-do landowners and govern- 
ment officials, they were sent to the West or to the French and 
American schools in Tirana for their higher education. Many of 
them went abroad with the aid of state scholarships and returned 
home revolutionaries and violent opponents of the backward Geg 
chieftains who ruled what was still a tribal society. Most of them 
found no career opportunities in the state administration and be- 
came still more resentful of the obsolete social structure. 

One of these frustrated intellectuals was the startlingly good- 
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looking son of a Tosk Muslim landowner from the town of Gijjiro- 
kaster, near the Greek border in southern Albania. His name was 
Enver Hoxha, and in 1930, after he had completed his studies 
at the French lycée in Korca, he was sent on a state scholarship 
to France. After a year at the University of Montpellier, he went to 
Paris where he joined the small group of Albanian exiles that in- 
cluded Kelmendi and Fundo. By 1933 he was in Brussels, studying 
law at the university and working as private secretary to the Al- 
banian honorary consul. Three years Jater he returned to Albania 
and taught French, first at the high school in Tirana, then at the 
lycée in Korca. 

In actual fact, the Communist movement before the war consisted 
of four isolated discussion groups, the most important of which was 
set up by Hoxha and other intellectuals and the tinsmith Koci Xoxe 
in the Tosk town of Korca. At a time when the entire movement 
contained only a few hundred people, it had some seventy mem- 
bers. The small groups, torn by bitter internal friction, were subse- 
quently welded into a single party by two Yugoslav Communists 
whom Tito sent to Albania to organize both a Communist party 
and a Partisan movement. Miladin Popovic and Dusan Mugosa 
actually founded the Albanian Communist party on November 
8, 1941, after the Axis powers had invaded both Yugoslavia and Al- 
bania, and from then until the Tito-Stalin conflict, the Albanian 
party was a mere extension or branch of the Yugoslav party. 
Throughout the war the Albanian Communists got their instructions 
from the Yugoslav party, and Tito’s emissaries played a major role 
at every party meeting and decisively influenced every tactical 
and political move. 

As the Germans, in the course of dismembering Yugoslavia, rein- 
corporated the Kosovo area and western Macedonia into the new 
“autonomous” Albania, the old national conflict hampered the Com- 
munists in their bid for popular support. The Yugoslav Com- 
munists, both at their Fourth Congress held in 1928 in Dresden 
and at their 1940 party conference in Zagreb had endorsed the re- 

- turn of what was officially called Kosovo-Metohija (Kosmet) to Al- 
bania.® But during the war Tito radically revised the previous policy 
statements. If the national problem within Yugoslavia was to be 
solved by a federal state structure, nothing could be more natural— 
and, of course, more advantageous for a highly ambitious Commu- 
nist leader—than to resolve the tangled issue of a large and com- 
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pact Albanian minority in Yugoslavia by the unification of the entire 
Albanian nation as a member state of the Yugoslav Federation. 

Thus the fate of Kosmet was not mentioned in the first ringing 
declaration issued by the young Albanian Communist Party and its 
Yugoslav founding fathers. It called on the people to revolt against 
the Axis occupation. Small guerrilla bands started to operate from 
1942 onward, but the Communist silence on Kosmet made it hard to 
cooperate with other Albanian resistance movements. Meanwhile 
the Albanian Communists patterned their guerrilla forces com- 
pletely on the Yugoslav model: red star on the caps, Communist 
greeting, the institution of political commissars, etc. After receiving 
Tito’s “fatherly advice,” they stopped calling the partisan units 
“armed forces of the party” and began to prepare for the creation 
of a National Liberation Movement. In the beginning, the Zogists, 
followers of the King, and especially the movement headed by the 
staunchly pro-Western Geg chieftain Abbas Kupi, were much 
stronger than the Communists. 

The history of the Communist road to power in Albania is at 
the same time a chronicle of the monumental short-sightedness, 
political naiveté, and outright stupidity of the British command 
in charge of Balkan operations. In addition to the Communists and 
Kupi’s tribal warriors, there was a third initially powerful organiza- 
tion of Tosk beys, called Balli Kombatar, whose program was 
directed against both the Communists and the Royalists. The Na- 
tional Liberation Movement (NLM) was formally launched at a 
Communist party conference in March 1943 at which about seventy 
delegates claimed to represent six to seven thousand NLM mem- 
bers. The conference confirmed the provisional Central Committee 
of the party and elected Hoxha Secretary General and supreme 
commander of the NLM army. 

After the Communist representatives had agreed to decide the 
future status of Kosmet by a postwar plebiscite, the nationalist 
mountaineers and Hoxha’s Partisans set up a joint National Libera- 
tion Council (NLC), thereby providing the Communist party with 
a convenient national fagade. The Yugoslavs, upset by this “nation- 
alist deviation,” immediately dispatched Vukmanovic-Tempo to Al- 
bania to bring their “pupils” into line. After his intervention, the 
Communists, particularly Hoxha, exercised self-criticism and repudi- 
ated the so-called Mukje agreement. Meanwhile Italy collapsed, 
and the Italian units in Albania capitulated, delivering the bulk of 
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their military equipment to Hoxha’s forces. There were sporadic 
clashes between the Balli Kombatar and the Partisans when Ger- 
man airborne units landed in Tirana to protect the flank of the 
retreating German armies, should the Allies decide to Jaunch an 
attack through the narrow Strait of Otranto. 

At this point Hitler’s top Balkan troubleshooter, H. Neubacher, per- 
formed a series of impressive political feats. By his willingness to 
recognize Albania’s “neutrality,” the creation of a Council of Regents, 
and other concessions to the tribal chieftains and dignitaries, he 
prevented the creation of a Communist-dominated united front 
and secured the benevolent neutrality of the Balli Kombatar na- 
tionalists, who recognized that the Communists—and not the Ger- 
mans, who were bound to leave in the near future—constituted their 
number one enemy. The Communists immediately attacked the Balli 
Kombatar, drove them into the occupied zone, and manipulated 
them into a more or less open collaboration with the Germans. On 
the reports of British liaison officers stationed with both the Parti- 
sans and Kupi’s warriors in the mountains, the Allied Command 
denounced the Balli Kombatar as collaborators even before they had 
been driven into that position. Thus within a year the initially weak- 
est resistance movement became one of the two main forces in the 
country, 

The incredibly inept British moves that led to this were de- 
scribed in a fascinating book by the senior British officer attached 
to Kupi, Julian Amery.’° Though the Geg chieftain had refused 
all German overtures to join the puppet government and remained 
steadfast even when attacked by Hoxha, the Allied Command in the 
Balkans continued to direct the bulk of the military supplies to 
the Communists and was more than willing to suspect Kupi of being 
a covert collaborator of the occupying forces. Despite the urging 
of the British mission with the Zogists, the British command kept 
sending the Communists weapons right up to the last phase of the 
civil war, which, as in Yugoslavia, was inextricably linked with 
the larger war, with the battle against domestic political foes often 
gaining precedence over the military campaign against the occu- 
piers. 

Following Tito’s example, the NLC proclaimed itself the na- 
tional government in May 1944, forbade King Zog re-entry into the 
country, and consolidated its hold on the liberated territories, which 
contained some 400,000 people. The British, who were celebrating 
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the Communists’ victories, sent scores of nationalists and non-col- 
laborators who had fled to Italy back to their death before firing 
squads in order “not to embarrass our relations with Hoxha.” Amery 
relates that British headquarters in mid-1944 “still seemed to be- 
lieve that Enver Hoxha was their friend, and in a cable to him 
summed up their policy toward the Partisans as follows: ‘Gradual 
build up of NLC and its army will now take place. Our relations 
will be strengthened for postwar purposes.” Amery adds, “Our 
own experiences allowed us no such illusions, and we could only 
smile when the Director of All Balkan Operations telegraphed us 
his congratulations which said: ‘We are now reaping the benefits 
of eighteen months’ hard work.’” As the German defeat grew near, 
the Partisans surged forward with the British command, refusing 
to evacuate their staunchest ally, Kupi and his officers. 

The Communist Partisans, who claim to have had a strength of 
70,000 by the end of the war, took Tirana, the capital, in November 
1944 and seized power in the name of a non-existent proletariat in 
the most primitive of all European countries. Less than two years 
later, their British friends indeed “reaped the benefits” of their un- 
failing support when two British warships were sunk in Albanian 
minefields in the Corfu channels with the loss of forty lives. As 
Amery said: “Never before had there been so many British observ- 
ers in the Balkans, and yet never can responsible Englishmen have 
cherished so many misconceptions and illusions about the problems 
of that bloodstained region.” In view of the recent revelations 
about “Kim” Philby, the Soviet agent in the heart of the British Se- 
cret Service, who also betrayed to the Russians in the late forties the 
Western-aided attempt by Albanian anti-Communists to foment an 
uprising,!2 one is tempted to think that perhaps more than just 
“misconceptions and illusions” influenced the suicidal British poli- 
cies in the wartime Balkans. 

Be that as it may, Albania emerged after the war as a Communist 
client state of Yugoslavia. The projected unification of Albania 
proper with the now autonomous province of Kosmet into a con- 
stituent republic of the Yugoslav Federation may well have been 
devised to mollify Albanian nationalism, but in effect it intensified 
the deep-rooted spirit of defiance against foreign domination. Al- 
banian leaders had the same intense feeling of pride and self- 
confidence from having seized power on their own as their Yugoslav 
masters. To enjoy the appearance of power without its substance 
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was therefore something they profoundly resented from the very 
beginning. 

The first factional struggles over Kosmet and, in a broader con- 
text, over the entire relationship with Yugoslavia had led to a purge 
of the leaders of two of the small Communist discussion groups from 
Korca and Tirana as early as 1942. It was one of the few leaders 
of proletarian origin, Koci Xoxe, who gradually emerged as latter- 
day successor of Esad Pasha, the Albanian vassal of the prewar 
Kingdom of Yugoslavia a generation earlier. Immediately after 
the controversial Mukje agreement about the projected plebiscite, 
Xoxe vigorously condemned the Communists who had signed it. 
During the following five years Enver Hoxha, who was always dis- 
trusted by the Yugoslavs, survived Belgrade’s tightening grip and 
the growing power of Xoxe by yielding when he had to and subtly 
resisting when he could the fast pace dictated by Tito. 

The postwar political line was characterized by the same ruthless 
crushing of all opposition and the same extremist political and eco- 
nomic moves that were typical of the Yugoslav “father” party. It 
was not doctrinal differences, but purely national considerations that 
turned a substantial part of the Albanian leadership against Yugo- 
slav communism. Yugoslavia, like Fascist Italy previously, provided 
credits covering half of the state income; over 1,500 Albanian stu- 
dents were being educated at universities and high schools in Yugo- 
slavia; Serbo-Croatian was made a compulsory subject in the 
Albanian schools; and no less than twenty-seven bilateral treaties 
provided for common price and currency systems, a customs union, 
and the setting up of joint Yugoslav-Albanian companies. Even the 
Albanian party as such remained a junior branch of the Yugoslav 
party, which represented it at Cominform meetings.'? 

As we have seen, the Albanian question was the final igniting 
spark that brought the powder keg of Soviet-Yugoslav relations 
to the point of explosion. It was a curious situation. The Albanian 
leaders were fired by the same desire as the Yugoslavs to escape 
from the stifling iron hand of a more powerful “fraternal” Commu- 
nist state. Conversely, the Yugoslavs, regardless of their original 
intentions and the fact that they offered Albania more favorable 
conditions than those the Soviets had held out to them, were guilty of 
the same sins of which they accused Stalin. As Djilas aptly remarked 
many years later, “The problem Jay not in the degree of justice 
but in the very nature of these relations. . . . And what if the Al- 
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banians wanted their state to be separate from us just as we wanted 
ours to be separate from the Soviet Union? If unification was 
carried out despite Albanian wishes and by taking advantage of 
their isolation and misery, would not this lead to irreconcilable con- 
flicts and difficulties?”!* 

By 1947 the factional struggle within the Albanian leadership 
had become closely linked with the rising tensions between Moscow 
and Belgrade. While later Yugoslav and Albanian accounts are natu- 
rally slanted and filled with mutual recriminations, the main 
facts remain clear enough. Koci Xoxe, the Yugoslav supporter among 
the top Albanian leaders, pressed from 1947 on for an accelerated 
merger of Albania with Yugoslavia. His main adversary was Nako 
Spiru, the Politburo member in charge of economic affairs and the 
husband of another high-ranking Communist leader, Liri Belishova. 
At the height of the factional disputes, Enver Hoxha remained 
prudently in the background, having already established close con- 
tacts with the Russians, who were all along excellently informed 
about everything, despite their accusations that the Yugoslavs “for- 
got” to consult them about the details of their policies. 

The maneuvers and countermaneuvers were profoundly Balkan 
in character, taking place in extremely close quarters in the tiny 
capital of a minute country. Albania was only then making its first 
strides in road building, industrial development, and land reclama- 
tion, after having carried out a radical land reform and, thanks to 
UNRRA*® aid, narrowly escaped a mass famine. The Communist 
party had only 29,000 members and 16,000 candidates. But if the 
country was the most backward of all Communist states, its ruling 
group of some two dozen Communists was the most international 
and best educated of any of the East European Communists. More 
than four-fifths of the twenty-three leading cadres were of middle- 
class origin. Then as now, the character of this small group was a 
“combination of old Ottoman elite feeling with Western education 
and Marxist-Leninist ideology.” 

Its real feelings about the overbearing Yugoslav comrades had, 
however, to be hidden because the levers of power were firmly in 
the hands of Koci Xoxe, who was simultaneously Deputy Premier, 
Minister of Interior, and Secretary of the Central Committee; the 
army command was controlled by Yugoslav advisers. The economist 
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Nako Spiru was the first to speak out openly against the joint eco- 
nomic projects and thus implicitly against the merger of the two 
unequal neighbors. Sharply scolded by Xoxe and faced with the 
likelihood of being purged as a “chauvinist,” Spiru killed himself. 
His suicide was more than a dramatic protest against the loss of Al- 
banian independence; it brought the Tito-Stalin conflict to its break- 
ing point. 

The Yugoslavs and Xoxe stepped up preparations for the final 
act of “unification.” Milovan Djilas was sent, partly on Stalin’s per- 
sonal request, to Moscow to discuss the rapidly worsening Albanian- 
Yugoslav situation and the entire Soviet-Yugoslav relationship. The 
closing stages of the three-comered battle took place on three dif- 
ferent but interconnected planes. In Tirana, Xoxe launched what 
he believed would be the final showdown with his adversaries. At a 
plenary meeting, he had Liri Belishova, Sejfulla Maleshova, and 
other veteran Communists expelled from the party and Mehmet 
Shehu removed as chief of the general staff. During this same 
period, the Yugoslavs, “complying with an Albanian request,” 
moved a squadron of fighter aircraft and made plans to send two 
ammy divisions to Albania. While the moves were in progress, Diilas 
was negotiating with Stalin in Moscow. It was difficult to refute 
Stalin’s logic. 

Why, he asked, were the Yugoslavs forming joint companies with 
Albania when they refused to form them in their own country with 
the Soviet Union? Why were they sending instructors to the Al- 
banian army when they had Soviet instructors in their own? How 
could Yugoslavia provide experts for development of Albania when 
they were themselves seeking experts from abroad? How was it that 
Yugoslavia, itself poor and underdeveloped, suddenly intended to 
develop Albania? 

As Djilas began to explain the advantages of unification, Stalin 
quickly replied, “We have no special interests in Albania; we agree 
to Yugoslavia’s swallowing Albania.” At this he gathered together 
the fingers of his right hand and brought them to his mouth as if 
to swallow them. When Djilas protested that it was “not a matter of 
swallowing but of unification,” Molotov interrupted him cheer- 
fully, “But that is swallowing.” Almost fifteen years later Djilas 
recalled that after the discussions with Stalin and Molotov two 
thoughts had occured to him for the first time: “The first was the 
suspicion that something was not right about Yugoslav policy toward 
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Albania, and the second that the Soviet Union united with the 
Baltic countries by swallowing them.”?* 

The news of the Yugoslav-Albanian military pact provoked an 
angry rejoinder from Stalin, who threatened Belgrade with an open 
breach unless the agreement was immediately canceled. The Al- 
banian question and the dispute over the controversial Balkan Fed- 
eration project provided the main subjects for Stalin’s last tense 
encounter with Kardelj, Djilas, and Bakaric before the final split in 
June 1948. Only twenty-four hours after the publication of the 
Cominform resolution expelling Yugoslavia from the “great Com- 
munist family” the Albanian Central Committee followed suit, de- 
nouncing the protectors of yesterday as “traitors and Trotskyites.” 
Xoxe was the first to bite the hand that had been feeding him. He 
at once launched a sharp attack on Tito, but his desperate maneuvers 
failed. Within two months he had been demoted and in November 
of the same year he was arrested. In June 1949 he was secretly tried 
and executed, the first of the long series of bloody purges in the 
late forties. 

Thus 1948, the year of Tito’s rebellion against Stalin, was also the 
year in which the second indigenously based Communist regime 
in the world, Communist Albania, escaped from the clutches of the 
Yugoslav Federation. There is no doubt that Stalin’s break with 
Tito saved Enver Hoxha and many other leading Communists from 
being purged, even perhaps from the firing squads of Koci Xoxe. If 
the price for independence from Belgrade was to become a de- 
pendency of Moscow,?" this was clearly the lesser evil. The further 
off Albania’s protector, the more room she had for maneuver. Stalin 
provided a protective shield, not only against Yugoslavia, but Greece, 
whose determination to take Southern Albania was strengthened 
when, during the Greek civil war, Albania served as a sanctuary for 
Communist guerrillas. Besides, Moscow was clearly better able to 
pour more money into non-viable Albania at less political risk than 
was Belgrade. 

The Tito-Stalin conflict marked the progress of Albania from a 
“subsatellite” to a Soviet satellite. At the same time the break with 
Yugoslavia, the unilateral abrogation of the bilateral treaties, the 
the expulsion of the entire army of Yugoslav “advisers,” and the 
purge of Xoxe removed the main barriers to Hoxha’s rise to un- 
disputed eminence at the apex of the party hierarchy. Most 
Albanian functionaries shared a profound sense of liberation from 
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Yugoslav tutelage, and the resulting upsurge of national feeling was 
more than welcomed by the Soviet leaders who were soon to use 
Albanian and Bulgarian territorial irredentism as potent weapons 
in their hate campaign against the isolated Tito regime. 

Aside from a small group around Xoxe, most Albanian leaders 
had never been prepared to trade their independence for the eco- 
nomic advantages of belonging to the Yugoslav Federation. For a 
variety of personal and political reasons some of the losers in the 
subsequent intraparty struggles, such as Tuk Jakova, second in com- 
mand of the party apparat until 1951, and General Bedru Spahiu, 
the former attorney general who prosecuted Xoxe and deputy 
chief of the general staff, later looked to Belgrade for help in de- 
posing Enver Hoxha. There is also no doubt that after their recon- 
ciliation with Khrushchev the Yugoslavs encouraged the anti-Hoxha 
factions. It was no accident that General Panjut Plaku, a member 
of the Central Committee who had been purged at the same time 
as Jakova, fled in 1957 to Yugoslavia.18 

During Stalin’s lifetime the Albanian leaders revelled in their 
violent nationalsim, now openly directed against Yugoslavia; ex- 
pelled some six thousand “people’s enemies” and “disloyal ele- 
ments” (altogether 8 per cent of the party’s membership ); and, with 
the Russians covering almost 4o per cent of the state revenues, made 
undoubted progress in industrialization, trebling their output be- 
tween 1951 and 1955.!° Through a combination of skill and terror, 
Hoxha consolidated his position and by 1955 was the sole survivor 
of the original top leadership. 

This period was marked by the spectacular rise of General 
Mehmet Shehu in the party hierarchy. Once number two among 
the projected victims of the Titoist Xoxe, Shehu, also a Tosk, re- 
placed Jakova as Minister of Interior in 1951 and after a short spell 
as Deputy Premier became the successor to Enver Hoxha in 1954 
when the latter, copying the Soviet fashion of “collective leadership,” 
relinquished the premiership while remaining First Secretary of the 
party. Shehu, now in his late fifties, was educated at the American 
vocational school in Tirana and, like Hoxha, spent his formative years 
as a young Communist in the West. After training as a professional 
soldier at the Naples military college, from which he was expelled 
after a few months for Communist activity, and at the Tirana officers’ 
school, he fought as deputy battalion commander in the Spanish Civil 
War and joined the Spanish Communist Party. After a three-year 
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internment in France, he became a member of the Italian Com- 
munist Party and made his way back to Albania, where he rose to 
eminence almost immediately as the ablest Partisan commander.?° 

These two men—Hoxha, the undisputed supreme leader, and 
Shehu, the second in command, had much in common: Western 
education, bourgeois habits, the old elite feeling, and ruthless ex- 
tremism in dealing with external and internal foes. Both were sud- 
denly confronted with mortal danger when Khrushchev made his 
spectacular attempt to reconcile Tito and visited Belgrade in May 
1955 without informing the Albanians and disregarding their later 
protests. Hoxha had everything to lose by a real improvement in 
Soviet-Yugoslav relations; not just his policy, but his life was at stake. 
Following the Soviet example, he announced a change of line toward 
Yugoslavia. In a Pravda article in July 1955, he, like Khrushchev, 
blamed “the imperialist agents, Beria and Abakumov’” for “the un- 
pleasant occurrences of the break . . . for the misunderstandings 
among brothers.” At the Third Party Congress in May 1956, Hoxha 
again reiterated that “all accusations were unjust and we were mis- 
taken in this question’; promised to establish friendly relations 
with Yugoslavia, and pledged full support for the Twentieth Soviet 
Party Congress line, including the condemnation of the cult of Stalin. 

Behind the scenes, however, Hoxha stubbornly resisted Yugoslav 
demands and subsequent Soviet pressure for the public rehabilita- 
tion of Koci Xoxe. By purging Jakova and Spahiu, the two senior 
leaders who could have been built up as an alternative leadership, 
he outmaneuvered the Russians and Yugoslavs, survived a stormy 
party conference in Tirana in April 1956, and managed to pack the 
party congress in May with his followers who endorsed the purge. 
The Yugoslavs, courted by Moscow and dizzy with success, pressed 
hard for the rehabilitation of “the friends of Yugoslavia” and de- 
manded from Moscow the removal of Hoxha, the Hungarian Rakosi, 
and the Bulgarian Chervenkov as the “minimum” price for rap- 
prochement. 

Enver Hoxha realized that a rehabilitation of his most prominent 
victim would be the curtain raiser to his own fall, and, in contrast 
to Rakosi and Chervenkov, managed to ride out the storm. This 
was only partly due to his undoubted tactical brilliance and single- 
minded ruthlessness. The isolation of Albania, its backwardness and 
marginal importance as well as the growing tensions in Hungary 
and Poland were the main factors that enabled him to gain time. 
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This breathing spell ultimately proved crucial; the upheavals in 
Poland and Hungary put a speedy end to the Soviet-Yugoslav honey- 
moon. Hoxha lost no time in aggravating the rift between Belgrade 
and Moscow. The first and most vicious attack on Yugoslavia after 
the Hungarian revolution was Hoxha’s article in the November 8, 
1956, issue of Pravda. 

If in 1948 Hoxha was rescued by the Stalin-Tito conflict, so in 1956 
the Hungarian uprising saved him from disgrace and almost certain 
death. Immediately after the crushing of the Hungarian revolution, 
Hoxha and Shehu liquidated the covert opposition in the top leader- 
ship. A laconic communique announced that Liri Gega, a member of 
the ruling Politburo, her husband, Dali Nreu, also a Central Com- 
mittee member, and the Yugoslav-born Major Bulatovic had been 
shot as “foreign spies.” Khrushchev later revealed that the Soviet 
leadership had at that time asked the Albanians to spare the life 
of Gega, who was expecting a child, a request that probably served 
only to confirm the well-founded suspicion that she had been in- 
volved in a Soviet-sponsored attempt to overthrow Hoxha. The 
Albanian leaders may well have been, as the Russians complained, 
“worse than tsarist satraps,” but they had learned the cardinal rule 
of the Communist power struggles: swift liquidation of the potential 
allies of the external foe that seeks to subvert and dominate the 
leadership of a weaker party.. 

The Albanian leaders have never forgotten their experiences on 
the brink of the abyss in 1955-56. Even during the period of the re- 
newed Yugoslav-Soviet discord between 1957 and 1960, when they 
reaped the benefits of Soviet and East European aid, they remained 
on their guard and watched Khrushchev’s foreign policy line par- 
ticularly in regard to Yugoslavia, with suspicion. When Khrushchev 
began once again to switch to a policy of “peaceful coexistence” 
and improved relations with the West, Hoxha and Shehu immedi- 
ately recognized that this would inevitably lead to renewed 
friendship between Belgrade and Moscow. Remembering the 
troubles in 1955-56, Khrushchev visited Tirana in May 1959 in what 
was essentially a countermove against any dangerous repercussions 
of a renewed rapprochement with Yugoslavia. 

The trip was a complete failure. Khrushchev advised the Al- 
banians to improve their relations with Yugoslavia and to convert 
their country into a “flowering garden” rather than force industriali- 
zation. The man who was so obviously planning to sacrifice Albania’s 


194 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


interests in order to heal the breach with Tito exceeded Hoxha’s 
and Shehu’s worst fears. They felt strongly what Shehu Jater told 
Mikoyan with brutal frankness: “Stalin made two mistakes. First, he 
died too early and second, he failed to liquidate the entire present 
Soviet leadership.” 

The danger that has always been the greatest for Albania—“a 
firm alliance between one or more of its rapacious neighbors and the 
major power under whose influence they already were”*!—loomed 
once again on the horizon. Fully aware that they were skating on 
thin ice both politically and economically, the Albanian leaders 
began to pin their hopes on allies farther afield. China was begin- 
ning to emerge as a rival center of world communism after Khru- 
shchev’s equally unsuccessful trip to Peking. 

The Sino-Soviet conflict erupted at a closed session during the 
Rumanian Party Congress in Bucharest in June 1960. Neither Hoxha 
nor Shehu showed up in Bucharest, but the number three man in 
the hierarchy, Hysni Kapo, spoke out for the Chinese side. His greet- 
ings to the public session of the congress differed from those of the 
pro-Soviet delegates in emphasis rather than in essence, although 
his position on the “character of imperialism and Yugoslav revision- 
ism” was a significant straw in the wind. At the secret session, how- 
ever, he fully backed the extremist arguments of the Chinese. 

It was at the Bucharest meeting that the Albanians first gave 
notice to the Russians that they had made their policy decision. 
Faced with the choice between Soviet aid, which amounted to an 
estimated 600 million dollars during the postwar period, and their 
survival in power relying on a distant protector, the Albanian leaders 
predictably opted for the latter course. Khrushchev responded with 
a concerted attack to force Hoxha back into line. In the midst of a 
severe drought and serious food shortages in the summer of 1960, 
Moscow suddenly reduced its aid. At the same time Khrushchev 
tried to carry out a “palace revolution” in Tirana, and failed. In 
September, Liri Belishova, one of the secretaries of the Central Com- 
mittee, and another veteran Communist were expelled from the Al- 
banian leadership “for grave faults.” 

Pent-up Albanian anger finally exploded at the Moscow world 
conference of the eighty-one Communist parties in November 1960. 
Four meetings between Khrushchev, Hoxha, and Shehu only ex- 
acerbated the mutual animosity. According to the Albanian version, 
the Soviet leader was so furious that he snapped at them that “he 
could reach a better understanding with Macmillan (then British 
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Prime Minister) than with the Albanians.” Never before in the 
history of world communism had a top-ranking Soviet leader been 
attacked as violently as Khrushchev was by Hoxha. From ideologi- 
cal issues to his policy toward Yugoslavia, from the impermissible 
subversive activity against the Albanian leadership to threats of 
excluding Albania from the Warsaw Pact and the socialist camp, 
Hoxha leveled all possible accusations at the Soviet leader. 

The Albanian indictment culminated in the dramatic story of 
the summer famine when only fifteen days’ supply of wheat was in 
stock. After a delay of forty-five days, the Russians promised 10,000 
tons instead of the 50,000 needed and made no deliveries until 
September and October. “These are unbearable pressures. The 
Soviet rats were able to eat, while the Albanian people were dying 
of hunger; we were asked to produce gold,” Hoxha proclaimed bit- 
terly.* 

The Albanian rebellion was on. In many ways it resembled the 
Stalin-Tito dispute, and it had the same catastrophic results on 
Soviet prestige. The sheer recklessness of the Albanians and the 
petty spite of Khrushchev provided it with a series of comic opera 
episodes. Consider the case of the projected Palace of Culture that 
the Russians in 1959 had promised to build in Tirana as a “gift from 
the Soviet people.” In the autumn of 1960 the Soviet chief engineer 
left for Moscow, taking all the plans with him. When, a few months 
later, a Soviet ship arrived with materials on board, the Soviet gov- 
ernment canceled the unloading. 

What turned out to be the last attempt to prevent an open split 
occurred at the Albanian Party Congress in February 1961. The 
Albanians remained adamant. While the Soviet delegates complained 
that they were being humiliated, the Chinese were treated as hon- 
ored guests. Finally Hoxha announced that a “criminal plot,” organ- 
ized by “some Albanian traitors and external foes such as the 
Yugoslavs, the Greeks, and the American Sixth Fleet,” had been 
discovered and foiled the previous autumn. Almost the entire press 
of the Soviet bloc ignored this dramatic revelation and censored it 
from the printed versions of Hoxha’s speech. It was widely regarded 
even at that time as a Soviet plot to overthrow Hoxha. Soviet 
trained Rear Admiral Sejko and some other “culprits” were later 
given a “show trial” in a Tirana movie house. 

The Albanian Communists began to play a significant role in the 
widening Sino-Soviet rift as the spearhead of the Chinese offensive 
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against Soviet supremacy in the international Communist movement. 
In the course of 1961 Soviet and East European experts were with- 
drawn from Albania and gradually replaced by Chinese specialists. 
From March on, Hoxha and Shehu boycotted Soviet summit meet- 
ings. Soviet submarines left their base at Vlora, and Soviet, Czech, 
and East German credits promised for the 1961-65 Five Year Plan 
were canceled. A few days after the formal Soviet note about the 
cancellation of aid had been received, China stepped in and off- 
cially announced credits of 125 million dollars, roughly the same 
amount the Soviet bloc had promised. 

There was still no open excommunication of recalcitrant Al- 
bania from Moscow, solely because Khrushchev had realized that an 
open conflict with Albania would be tantamount to an open chal- 
lenge of China. At the Twenty-second Soviet Party Congress in 
October 1961, Khrushchev brought the dispute with Albania into 
the open as an integral part of his second de-Stalinization campaign. 
Two days later, the Chinese Premier Chou En-lai defended the 
Albanians, stating in no uncertain terms that “public one-sided cen- 
sure of any fraternal party” does not help unity; then he left before 
the congress was formally ended. 

The Albanians issued a ferocious rebuttal the next evening along 
with the full text of the Soviet attack and the Chinese rejoinder. 
They called Khrushchev “a base, unfounded anti-Marxist,” a “plotter 
and common putschist,” “a real Judas” who revealed differences 
among Communists to their enemies; and charged that by brutally 
violating the 1960 Moscow Declaration he had begun an open 
attack against the unity of the socialist camp. Within a month even 
diplomatic relations were broken off. 

Three essential preconditions enabled Albania’s ruling group to 
survive this rift. Perhaps the most important factor was the unity of 
the top leadership that challenged Khrushchev. A series of bloody 
purges had eliminated the anti-Hoxha, pro-Soviet elements. Of the 
thirty-one members of the Central Committee elected at the first 
congress in 1948 only nine survived, fourteen were liquidated and 
eight forcefully “retired” from political life. Those who had come out 
on top were bound together by the traditional ties of clan nepotism 
and their common complicity in the ruthless purges. Among the 
sixty-one Central Committee members were five married couples— 
including the wives of Hoxha, Shehu and Kapo—and no Jess than 
twenty persons related to one another as sons-in-law or cousins. Some 
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families are said to have up to seven representatives of their clan in 
the committee,?* 

This predominantly middle-class Tosk leadership has created a 
peculiar world of its own. Relying on a self-imposed isolation from 
the rest of the world, particularly their neighbors, and combining a 
highly effective appeal to the deepest nationalistic instincts of the 
population with the ever present threat of terror, Hoxha and his 
clique run the country as absolute rulers. The remnants of popular 
opposition were mopped up immediately after the war, and there 
has been no visible evidence of disunity in the Communist party 
since the purge of the Belishova group in 1960. At the last two 
party congresses, in 1961 and 1966, the composition of the top 
leadership did not change at all. 

Yet even the impressive unity of the Politburo would hardly have 
sufficed had it not been for the geographical factor that made 
direct Soviet military intervention impossible. Its situation in a re- 
mote corner of the Balkan Peninsula is a perennial source of Albania’s 
defensive posture. In addition, the emergence of an increasingly 

polycentric international Communist movement, coupled with the 
demonstrative Chinese support for Albania, restrained the Kremlin 
and gave the Albanian leaders time and opportunity to prepare 
key cadres for the inevitable break with Moscow. 

The turbulent history of Albania’s relations first with Yugoslavia 
and then with the Soviet Union is a classic case study of the often 
intimate, but always permanent link between Communist ideological 
arguments on the one hand, and economic, political, and military 
realities on the other. It is true that the Albanian leaders are the 
fiercely radical successors of a deposed Ottoman elite, whose imagi- 
nation is fired by memories of past glories and who have all along 
nurtured a natural, inbred sympathy for Chinese extremism and 
been opposed to the Soviet ideological position. They are “left ex- 
tremist” deviationists, particularly in the eyes of a status-quo power 
like the Soviet Union, which, for all its upsurges of revolutionary 
thetoric, has long outlived its early phase of genuine revolutionary 
fervor. 

But all the violent, self-righteous Albanian attacks on the “Titoist 
and Khrushchevite modem revisionists” mean nothing unless they 
are translated into the relatively simple terms of power interests 
and national conflict. In the context of the Sino-Soviet rift, the 
Albanian party in the 1961-63 period played a role quite dispro- 
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portionate to its small membership. It became, temporarily, a signi- 
ficant force in the great conflict between the two rival centers of 
world communism. When the Russians and Chinese were still avoid- 
ing direct polemics, they leveled their ideological guns at Albania 
(meaning China) and Yugoslavia (meaning the Soviet Union) re- 
spectively. At the same time, the Albanians identified the main issues 
openly and every party by name. In the early stages of the dispute 
with Moscow, they in fact presented the Chinese line more sharply 
than the Chinese themselves were prepared to do. When, for ex- 
ample, the Albanian party organ in October 1962 spoke about 
“fixing once and for all the demarcation line with revisionism,” the 
voice was the voice of Hoxha, but the script was Mao’s. During that 
phase the Albanians appeared to be always one step ahead of the 
official Chinese position, but in effect they represented the actual 
Chinese line. From January 1962 on, the Peking press regularly re- 
printed all Albanian policy statements. 

When the Moscow-Peking conflict became open, this intricate 
division of labor became superfluous. The Albanian Communists 
ceased to play a seemingly independent role in the rift, and it was 
only after the fall of Khrushchev in October 1964, when his successors 
made a desperate attempt at a reconciliation with Mao, that the 
Albanians for six months or so again acted as Peking’s mouthpiece, 
making it increasingly evident that the new Soviet leaders had 
failed to heal the breach. 

Like Tito fifteen years earlier, the Albanians accused the Russians 
of having deviated from “true Marxism-Leninism.” But they were 
in an incomparably better position than the Yugoslavs to maintain 
the morale, self-confidence, and militancy of the party rank and file. 
Aside from the extreme ethnic nationalism kept alive by the issue 
of Kosmet, the Albanian leaders could claim to have been “side by 
side, in quiet as well as stormy days, with the invincible economic, 
political, military, and moral might of the 700 million Chinese peo- 
ple, united as one single body around the glorious Communist Party 
of China, led by Comrade Mao Tse-tung.”*4 

At their first party congress after the break with Moscow, in 
November 1966, the Albanian rebels could bask in the flattering 
presence of thirty-one “Marxist-Leninist”—that is, pro-Chinese— 
splinter parties and groups. Most of these could hardly claim to be 
more than insignificant sects. There were, however, four important 
ruling parties represented: those of China, Rumania, North Viet- 
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nam, and North Korea. In addition, the Albanians have what they 
call “normal relations” with Cuba. Thus, far from feeling outcast, the 
Albanian Communists glory in being “equal and independent, united 
with the Communist party of China and the People’s Republic of 
China in an iron bloc” against “the Soviet-American domination of 
the world,”25 

But the country has paid a high economic price for the political 
triumph of “going-it-alone.” Leaving aside gifts, Soviet loans be- 
tween 1956-60 financed 8 per cent of all investments and an 
even higher percentage of industrial investments. Albania’s Five 
Year Plan was geared to deliveries of Soviet and East European 
machinery and equipment. The small domestic industry, agricultural 
machinery, and transport equipment, was based on imports from 
the Soviet Union, and the lack of proper spare parts has become an 
increasingly acute problem. In fact, the bottlenecks reached such a 
critical stage that in October 1967 the main engineering plants were 
switched to the production of spare parts. Hoxha himself declared 
at the congress in 1966 that the 1961-65 period was the most dif_i- 
cult the party had faced since the war of liberation. Though indus- 
trial output rose by 39 per cent, it fell short of the originally pro- 
jected growth of 52 per cent. Investments accounted for almost 29 
per cent of the national income, and even the modest projected 
rise in the standard of living was not achieved because of the Soviet 
blockade. 

Though farm output is claimed to have risen 2.3 times over pre- 
war levels, the country is faced with grave supply difficulties. A 
rising birth rate, a steady decrease in the death rate, and the virtual 
elimination of blood feuds have combined to give a powerful push 
to net population growth, which at 32 per 1000 is one of the highest 
in the world. Total population between 1923 and 1960, the year of 
the last census, doubled to over 1.6 million, and was scheduled to 
reach 2 million by mid-1968. This naturally aggravates the problem 
of a chronic grain deficit. China replaced only part of the large- 
scale aid that the Soviets withdrew, supplying annually some 130- 
140 thousand tons of wheat during the 1961-65 period. 

The emphasis is now on self-reliance, particularly in agriculture. 
The current plan proclaimed that by 1970 the country should be self- 
sufficient in grain production and that imports should be reduced to 
a minimum. For the first time since the war, the projected rate of 
growth in agriculture (41 to 46 per cent for the five-year period ) 
is almost on a par with that of industry. For all the “brotherly and 
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internationalist aid” of the Chinese friends, the Chinese goose has 
not proved a very golden one. Except for the first loan of 125 million 
dollars granted in 1961, no details or figures have been published 
about the extent of the Chinese contribution to the financing of the 
current Five Year Plan. And everything the Albanian leaders have 
been saying since mid-1966 about “reliance mainly on one’s own 
efforts and resources” seems to reflect less than full satisfaction with 
Peking’s response to their shopping list. According to a Yugoslav 
account, Chinese credits amount to only one-fifth of the Soviet aid 
received during the previous Five Year Plan. 

The very backwardness of the country, however, helped to absorb 
the blow when Soviet-bloc aid was cut off. Industrial output may 
well be thirty-five times higher than before the war, as Hoxha claims, 
but the point is, of course, that the starting level was practically 
nil. Over 70 per cent of the population is still occupied in subsist- 
ence agriculture. The country finances its import through the ship- 
ments of raw materials. Crude oil production rose from 108,000 tons 
in 1938 to 800,000 in the sixties; that of chromium ore, from 7,000 
to 330,000 tons. The output of nickel and copper has also risen 
steeply. But the living standard, even in terms of the Balkans, is still 
pitifully low. An average unskilled laborer in Yugoslavia earns about 
80 per cent more monthly in terms of purchasing power than his 
Albanian colleague. 

Albania is still a mixture of the fifteenth and twentieth centuries. 
Oxen and horse-drawn carts dominate the landscape, and there 
must be more than 1,000 inhabitants to every car. Its roads are the 
quietest “highways” in Europe. Compared to the size and popula- 
tion of the country, it probably has the relatively largest security 
police, called Sigurimi, in the world. Since 1965 the regime has 
made some hesitant moves to attract Western tourists, 2,000 of whom 
are estimated to have visited the country in 1966. Not a single Al- 
banian is permitted to travel abroad privately. Not even low-rank- 
ing bureaucrats, let alone the top leaders, have ever agreed to see a 
Western newspaperman, who can in any case visit the country only 
as a tourist and is whisked off immediately to the coast. 

Faced with grave economic difficulties and no promise of any 
appreciable rise in the standard of living until 1970, the Communist 
regime has resorted to the old technique of “revolutionizing life from 
above” and embarked on a cautious version of the Chinese “cultural 
revolution.” An open letter from the Central Committee to the 
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people in March 1966 proclaimed a large-scale campaign against 
proliferating bureaucracy, arrogance, favoritism, and nepotism. In 
the course of a drastic reorganization, about 15,000 persons were 
transferred from administrative to productive work, high salaries 
were trimmed down, and the number of government offices was 
radically reduced. Copying the Chinese pattern, party leaders took 
the politically risky step of abolishing all ranks in the army and re- 
introducing the institution of party commissars in all army units. As 
most of the officers were trained in the Soviet Union, the army still 
constitutes a potentially dangerous element. 

From the beginning of 1967, the Albanians could no longer ignore 
the domestic upheavals in China and therefore began to issue calls 
for “revolutionary actions” by the youth and for a stepped-up cam- 
paign against “old and harmful traditions and habits.” The most 
significant results were the accelerated social emancipation of 
women, who were promoted to occupy more leading positions, and a 
full-scale assault on religion, directed primarily against the Muslim 
clergy and institutions. In September 1967 it was claimed that during 
the preceding six months 2,169 churches, mosques, monasteries, 
and other religious institutions had been closed in order to turn 
them into cultural youth centers. “The Albanian youth has created 
the first atheist state in the world,” the literary monthly Nendori 
(November) proclaimed solemnly.” 

In contrast to China, however, the Albanian leaders have not 
given a free rein to a “cultural revolution from below,” and there 
has been no evidence of the campaign rumning against the power 
base of the regime. The party has also avoided “the tragedy of 
revisionist degeneration” by remaining an elite rather than becoming 
a mass organization. There are still only 66,000 party members, 
accounting for just over 3 per cent of the total population. This is 
the lowest ratio of Communists per inhabitants in Eastern Europe. 

Regardless of ideological fashions, relations with more powerful 
neighbors have remained the constants in the shifting pattern of 
Albanian politics. Since the break with Moscow, they have under- 
gone some interesting changes. Impelled by the old fear of en- 
circlement, the Albanian leaders put out feelers to Italy, politically 
and geographically their least dangerous neighbor, and after a series 
of annual quota agreements that have steadily increased the volume 
of trade exchanges, Italy has become Albania’s second largest trad- 
ing partner. 
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Relations with the two land neighbors are, however, infinitely 
more complex. Keeping Yugoslavia and Greece divided has always 
been an important counterforce against the danger of partition. Thus 
close collaboration between Athens and Belgrade, as at the time 
of the now-defunct Balkan Pact between 1953 and 1956, heightened 
the feeling of insecurity. Subsequently this danger subsided and was 
supplanted by the number one menace: an alliance between Yugo- 
slavia and the Soviet Union. After Albania survived the dreaded 
reconciliation—admittedly more limited than originally feared— 
between Belgrade and Moscow, the Greek military coup in April 
1967 confronted the country with a new situation. 

In contrast to Yugoslavia, the Greeks have never officially resigned 
themselves to the fact that what they call Northern Epirus belongs 
to Albania. The issue, which had slumbered for quite a time, re- 
appeared in 1967. Regardless of whether the military regime in 
Athens wanted to whet territorial appetite or merely divert atten- 
tion from the domestic scene through irredentist hints, its vague 
allusions to Northern Epirus immediately injected an element of 
tension into Albania’s exposed situation. As before, the Greeks re- 
gard persons of Greek Orthodox religion as Greek nationals, although 
the old Turkish statistics used the term “Rumi” for every Orthodox 
subject without distinction as to language and nationality. The 
actual number of ethnic Greeks still in Albania is something of a 
mystery. The Greeks refer to the bulk of the 300,000 or so inhabit- 
ants of the two prefectures Korca and Gjirokaster as “their breth- 
ren.” Most outside observers, however, agree that the real number 
totals only some 30,000 to 50,000. At any rate, the disputed area 
embraces one-sixth of Albanian territory. 

Yugoslavia, with a natural interest in preserving a Balkan status 
quo, not only issued immediate veiled warnings, thus lending mean- 
ingful support to violent Albanian reactions to renewed Greek 
pretensions, but also used the opportunity to initiate a concerted 
campaign for a “normalization” of Albanian-Yugoslav relations. 
While there were 615 frontier incidents between 1948 and 1960, the 
border situation had later become more or less “normal,” in the sense 
that the shooting stopped on both sides. Since 1965 the two countries 
have signed several interstate agreements and conducted negotia- 
tions about a final demarcation of the exact boundaries, water 
regulations, road and transit traffic. Though mutual trade in 1967 
still totaled only 6.5 million dollars, the figure nevertheless marked, 
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for the first time, an increase of 25 per cent over past levels. The 
Albanian mass media did not, however, tone down its rude and 
offensive language when speaking about the “revisionist Tito clique.” 
Anything that would lend a political character to the slight im- 
provement in relations was avoided. 

In October 1967, the leaders of the Albanian minority in Yugo- 
slavia held out an olive branch to Albania proper, bidding for good 
and normal relations between the two countries. A series of con- 
ciliatory articles in the Belgrade press followed, culminating in a 
statement issued by the foreign affairs committee of the federal par- 
liament, announcing new proposals for establishing good-neighbor 
relations with Albania. The Yugoslavs, however, reaped nothing 
more than a heap of scornful abuse from Tirana. Instead of moder- 
ating their anti-Yugoslav campaign as suggested by Belgrade, the Al- 
banian leaders made it clear that, whereas trade could be extended 
similarly as “with other capitalist countries,” they would “fight with- 
out compromise on the ideological and political front against Tito’s 
band of traitors, in the defense of Marxism-Leninism.” Worse still, 
the Albanians made some fairly overt allusions to the fact that the 
Kosmet region and other adjacent areas, which in 1912 remained 
outside the state borders, were purely Albanian territories and 
accused the Yugoslavs of a policy of denationalization and genocide 
against the Albanian minority.?* 

Albanian-Yugoslav relations are likely to oscillate as before be- 
tween bad and less bad rather than between bad and good. The 
widespread echo the Yugoslav friendship call evoked in the Western 
press, and their anxiousness to convince their Chinese protectors that 
Albania would continue “a principled policy” against the main 
ideological adversary, added to the venom with which Albanian 
leaders rejected the Yugoslav overtures. Yet the Albanians are now 
in a more advantageous position. The fall of Rankovic and the re- 
sounding failure of the supranational Yugoslav nationalism he and 
Tito had hoped to foster, in the Kosmet region as well as elsewhere, 
led to a revival of intense national feelings among the large Albanian 
minority in Kosmet. Revelations about the outrages committed 
against Albanians by the Serb UDBA officials confirmed that at 
least a substantial part of the Albanian accusations about the treat- 
ment of their brethren was true. 

It is not just the size of the Albanian minority in Yugoslavia but 
the facta rather rare phenomenon in the modern world—that it 
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accounts for 40 per cent of the numerical strength of the entire 
Albanian nation, that lends a crucial importance to the Kosmet re- 
gion. The Albanian Communists in Yugoslavia are now pressing for 
full recognition of their national identity, attempting to solve the 
tricky question of the character of Kosmet by presenting it as “a 
bridge for unity among Albanians, Serbs, Montenegrins, and other 
Balkan peoples, . . . a bridge between Yugoslavia and their mother 
country.” 

With the Albanian minority taking its constitutional rights in 
earnest and pushing for real, not merely declarative, equality, the 
situation is highly dangerous. The Communist leaders in the Kosmet 
autonomous region have to steer an extremely difficult middle- 
course between fighting not only Great Serbian hegemonist tend- 
encies but also primitive ethnic nationalism, which would 
logically lead to covert separatism. 

The Albanians are called “sons of the eagles,” which is the 
meaning of the Albanian name for the country, Shquiperia. Official 
Yugoslav usage makes a distinction between Albanians living in 
Yugoslavia, who are called “Shquiptai,” and those living in Albania 
proper who are referred to as “Albanci.” During the revival of the 
minority’s national identity, a member of the party committee for 
Kosmet touched upon this sensitive issue, describing such artificial 
distinctions about the same ethnic group as “baseless, only creating 
unnecessary problems,”** 

The Albanians living in Yugoslavia may well emerge as a factor 
on their own, with control slipping from the hands of the Belgrade 
authorities, and may complicate an already tension-ridden relation- 
ship between the two countries. The mounting pressure for more 
and closer cultural and personal contacts between Kosmet and 
Albania has already provoked a suspicious echo among the Serbs. 
The Albanian leaders, too, are confronted with a new situation. They 
already supply books and periodicals to Kosmet, but resist border 
traffic and tourism. The reference to the “Titoists using tourist visits 
as a cover for sending agents and spies to Albania” is a worn-out 
and hollow argument, but it reflects deep-rooted suspicions. In any 
case, for the first time since 1948, relations are in flux and a new 
factor—the Albanian minority asserting its rights—bas appeared on 
the stage. 

As far as Albania’s over-all position is concerned, the country has 
for the first time in its history an almost ideal protector, powerful 
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but at safe distance, that, even if it wished to, could not restrain 
Tirana in a possible search for political and economic alternatives. 
Should the twists and turns in Balkan rivalries or other national in- 
terests require it, the Albanians are free to make a choice. For China, 
Albania has proved a political asset. As the Chinese people have 
little idea of the real strength of Mao’s sole outpost in Europe, the 
staunch Albanian ally, “this great beacon of socialism in Europe,” 
while costing little in money, renders great service in Mao’s public 
relations gambit, both at home and in the Afro-Asian countries. 

It remains to be seen how long the small ruling elite can resist 
the wind of political and cultural change blowing both in their vicin- 
ity and throughout the Soviet bloc. Their experiences with the more 
powerful Communist “brothers” have reinforced the extreme nation- 
alism of the ruling group and the population at large. As Enver 
Hoxha said at the outset of the latest anti-religious campaign, “The 
only religion for an Albanian is Albanianism.” The continuity of the 
defiant spirit of nationalism, which seeks inspiration from the past 
and takes a fierce pride in the country’s achievements under com- 
munism, however modest, is the single most important trait in Al- 
banian politics. Repeatedly Albania has played a significant role out 
of all proportion to its size, population, and resources. The sur- 
vival of so poor a country during the whirlwinds of traditional power 
conflicts and the Sino-Soviet split is in itself no mean feat. Past and 
present appear to guarantee that this tiny nation will remain a mav- 
erick in a changing world, continuing to surprise its friends and foes. 


Vv 


BULGARIA 
Humble Vassal or Faithful Ally? 


I am bound to the Soviet Union in life and death; the same 
is true of our party and our people. 


—Todor Zhivkovw to the author 


The big portly man with a mop of white hair over his forehead 
and a pock-marked, broad face was offered, as usual, a place of 
honor at the table of the party presidium. He was visibly enjoy- 
ing himself, putting his arm over the shoulders of the Minister of 
War and bantering with other dignitaries. At every formal reception 
I attended, whether in honor of the Emperor of Ethiopia, a Polish 
party delegation, the French or Austrian Foreign Minister, this 
same man was always treated with a mixture of friendly reverence 
and affectionate attention. He was Nikolai Organov, the Soviet 
Ambassador to Bulgaria between 1962-67, or, as a Western am- 
bassador told me with a mischievous smile, “the Governor.” 

Bulgaria is the only Communist-ruled country in the world where 
the Soviet Ambassador still sits on the platform at all important pub- 
lic occasions and accompanies the Premier on his tours of the prov- 
inces. It is the only country where on festive occasions the streets 
and public buildings are hung with giant portraits of the members of 
the Soviet Politburo side by side with those of their Bulgarian op- 
posite numbers. It is the only country where the ruling party, for 
many years the most profuse in its protestations of loyalty to the 
“wise leadership of Comrade Khrushchev,” hurriedly approved his 
dismissal without expressing any emotion whatsoever and assured 
his successors of the Bulgarian party’s unfailing devotion. 

Two weeks before Khrushchev’s sudden fall, I toured the coun- 
try and saw the photograph of the Soviet leader in most govern- 
ment offices. Returning six months later, I broached the delicate 
matter in conversations with several high functionaries: “Nowhere 
was Khrushchev so often and so warmly hailed as in Bulgaria, yet 
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you have been the only ones in Eastern Europe, aside from the 
Rumanians, who have ignored the whole affair, not even mention- 
ing his name in your Central Committee resolution and keeping 
silent about the whole issue.” 

“We informed the people at party meetings and also at con- 
ferences organized by the Fatherland Front [the Communist-run 
mass organization] about the affair and we spoke also about Khru- 
shchev. But we did not want to interfere publicly in the internal 
affairs of the Soviet Communist Party; we did not wish to add to 
their difficulties. After all we do have a special relationship with our 
Soviet comrades.” This was the answer given by Petar Vutov, then 
Minister of Culture. His colleague, Foreign Minister Ivan Bashev, 
was equally swift with his reply when asked about the Soviet Am- 
bassador accompanying Premier and party leader Todor Zhivkov 
on his country trips. “No one finds it in the least odd. If he wanted, 
our ambassador in Moscow could also escort the Soviet leaders on 
their journeys to the provinces. In view of the difference in size, 
however, it would perhaps look ridiculous. What’s more, the repre- 
sentatives of the other socialist countries could also claim the same 
privilege.” 

Even the first visual impressions of Sofia show that there is a 
very special relationship between this small Balkan country, roughly 
as big as the state of Tennessee, and its giant friend. Walking along 
the broad main street, paved with orange-colored tiles and lined 
with double rows of chestnut trees, the visitor encounters three mon- 
umental palaces built in the mid-fifties in the depressing Soviet 
“wedding cake” style. These house a huge department store, gov- 
ernment offices, party headquarters, and the largest hotel. The 
policeman who directs the sparse traffic is in a uniform also modeled 
on the Soviet pattern. The official cars, with curtains always drawn, 
are without exception heavy, black Soviet-made limousines. Just 
around the corner a permanent large neon “advertisement” hails 
“eternal Soviet-Bulgarian friendship.” 

Farther along the main street, opposite the former royal palace, 
now the National Gallery, is a white marble structure with two 
Soldiers in dress uniform guarding the entrance. This is the Bul- 
Sarian equivalent of Moscow’s Lenin mausoleum, where the em- 
balmed body of Georgi Dimitrov lies in state: Dimitrov, the hero 
of the Reichstag fire trial, previous Secretary General of the Com- 
intern, and the country’s first postwar Communist Premier and party 
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leader. When he died in somewhat mysterious circumstances in 
July 1949 in Moscow, Stalin lent the Bulgarians the official embalmer 
who had preserved the corpse of Lenin.1 

A few hundred yards farther the visitor realizes that the “special 
relationship” between Sofia and Moscow did not start with Dimitrov 
and Stalin. On the same side as the mausoleum, Tsar Alexander II 
sits on his great stone horse atop a mighty pedestal inscribed “The 
Liberator.” In his hands he holds the declaration of war on Turkey 
that helped free Bulgaria in 1877-78 from five hundred years of 
Ottoman rule. Across the street is an impressive Russian-style Ortho- 
dox cathedral with green domes and golden crosses, set on high 
ground in a large open space. The Alexander Nevski cathedral was 
built at the end of the last century as a gesture of gratitude to and 
in honor of the Russian soldiers who had fallen in the war that 
liberated Bulgaria. 

Thus when party leader Todor Zhivkov proclaims that “Bulgarian- 
Soviet friendship is sacred and indestructible . . . that Bulgarian- 
Soviet unity is a symbol of our freedom, independence and 
Communist future,” he also evokes historic memories of loyalty and 
gratitude to “Mother Russia”; the Bulgars were always her favorites 
in the Balkans, her vanguard of expansion and defense against Con- 
stantinople. Is then the ubiquitous cult of friendship with Moscow 
a genuine reflection of traditional pro-Russian feelings? How much 
of this effusion is voluntary and how much enforced? Is Bulgaria 
an enthusiastically faithful ally or an eagerly obedient vassal? 

Any attempt to define the essential characteristics of the political 
situation must begin with the traumatically humiliating defeats Bul- 
garia has suffered since its re-emergence as an independent nation. 
Between 1912 and 1944, Bulgaria was involved in two Balkan con- 
flicts and two world wars to regain the territories promised by the 
stillborm Treaty of San Stefano in 1878 and lost at the Congress of 
Berlin the same year. 

The yearning to regain the frontiers of what would have been the 
biggest state in the Balkans, to liberate the “lost territories” of Mace- 
donia, Thrace, and southern Dobruja was a dominant factor in Bul- 
garian politics until the end of World War I. Heightened by the 
memory of medieval greatness, the unfinished liberation of the coun- 
try became “a national myth which held the imagination of Bul- 
arian leaders in so powerful a grasp that they appeared at times 
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to forget completely their major tasks of social and economic prog- 
ress.”? 

In the wars of 1912-18 Bulgaria paid an exorbitant price in terms 
of casualties and economic losses for a very slight territorial gain. 
Not including the many thousands of civilians who died in the 
typhus and influenza epidemics, the country registered 160,000 
dead and 400,000 wounded out of a population of 5 million, in 
which the number of males between twenty and fifty was only 
763,000 in 1915.3° In the entire interwar period, Bulgaria smoldered 
with resentment against its more fortunate neighbors, which had 
emerged as victorious and enlarged states. It became the re- 
visionist state par excellence in the Balkans with irredentist longings 
directed against Yugoslavia, Greece, and Rumania. It was the sense 
of national frustration so strongly felt by the taciturn and stubborn 
Bulgarian people that converted the country into a tool of the Cen- 
tral Powers in the first world conflict and paved the way to an alli- 
ance with Nazi Germany in the second. 

In both wars, Bulgaria chose the wrong side and at their close 
had to evacuate the territories it had occupied in Yugoslavia and 
Greece. It was allowed to retain only the region of southern 
Dobruja, lost in 2913 to Rumania but regained in 1940 with the 
assistance of Germany. The ruthless behavior of the Bulgarian occu- 
pation troops in Thrace and Macedonia has never been forgotten in 
Greece and Yugoslavia and has left a legacy of suspicion and resent- 
ment against the Bulgarians, once called “the Prussians of the Bal- 
kans.” 

The national spirit and territorial irredentism are the key to 
the seeming enigma that the Bulgarians are the only East Europeans 
who have traditional sympathies with both Russia and Germany 
(neither of which has a common border with Bulgaria). Modern 
Bulgarian history is a chronicle of unfulfilled hopes and cheated 
expectations that have bred a deep-rooted psychology of defeat. 
As an elderly non-Communist Bulgarian historian put it to me: 
“There is nothing to fall back on in our modern history. We cannot 
heave ourselves up out of our historic tragedies. Therefore we tend 
to look at Russia as a protector. The result is, of course, that we 
have become in fact, if not in name, the sixteenth union republic 
of the Soviet Union.” 


* The population in 1967 was just over 8.2 million. 
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There are, however, weighty political and economic factors that 
determine the degree and the nature of this psychological depend- 
ency. The distinctive feature of the Bulgarian national movement in 
the last century and of the rise of the socialist parties in this was the 
powerful influence exerted on the Bulgarians by the Russian revolu- 
tionaries, reinforced by the sense of Slavic kinship. Most of the na- 
tional leaders, like Khristo Botev and Liuben Karavelov and the 
outstanding personalities in the first decades of independent Bul- 
garia such as Premier Stefan Stambolov, the moderate socialist 
leader Yanko Sakazov, and the founder of the Communist party, 
Dimitar Blagoev, were among the five hundred Bulgarian students 
who had been educated at Russian high schools and universities. 

It is important to remember that, in the past, gratitude for Rus- 
sian aid and friendship with the liberator was not equated with 
servile subordination to Russian strategic interests. As Karavelov, 
the revolutionary leader, once wrote: “If Russia comes to liberate, 
she will be met with great sympathy; but if she comes to rule, she 
will find many enemies.” This prophetic warning was borne out 
by subsequent developments. Although all officers above the rank 
of lieutenant in the young Bulgarian army, organized even before 
the birth of the state itself, were Russians, the occupying authori- 
ties and the tsarist diplomats were soon faced with mounting 
difficulties. When the first ruler of independent Bulgaria, Prince Alex- 
ander of Battenberg, albeit a nephew of the Tsar, sided with the 
liberals in whittling down Russian influence, a group of officers 
directed by Russia forced his abdication in 1886. This was the first 
but not the last army coup in restless Bulgaria. 

It was against Russian opposition that Prince Ferdinand of Co- 
burg was then elected to the throne and that a young liberal, Stefan 
Stambolov, governed the country for seven years (1887-94). Despite 
his authoritarian methods and his violation of the Tirnovo Constitu- 
tion of 1879, one of the most liberal of its time, Stambolov gave 
the country a spell of badly needed stability, several successful 
moves toward general modernization and an independent foreign 
policy. In retrospect, he is regarded by many Bulgarians as perhaps 
the most outstanding statesman in their country’s history. True, 
growing resistance to his strong-arm regime and discord with Ferdi- 
nand led him to tender his resignation, but both his dismissal and his 
assassination a year later, to a large degree were attributable to 
extreme nationalists who were aroused by the Turkish authorities 
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closing the Bulgarian schools in Macedonia. The Prime Minister 
responsible for the short-lived Serbo-Bulgarian rapprochement in 
the early twentieth century was also assassinated. A generation later 
the same fate befell the great peasant leader Alexander Stamboliski, 
Prime Minister between 1919 and 1923, who for all his controversial 
domestic policies, worked for peace in the Balkans based on a 
modus vivendi with Yugoslavia and was, in consequence, violently 
opposed by the Macedonian terrorist organization. 

If we could gauge a nation’s penchant for violence by the number 
of assassinations in its political record, interwar Bulgaria would 
lead the international league. First to be conquered by the Turks 
and last to be liberated, Bulgaria inherited a political tradition of 
brutality, violence, and corruption. It is generally agreed that none 
of the East European countries between the two world wars had 
“a record of such systematic and uninterrupted brutality as Bul- 
garia,”5 

When not at war, Bulgaria was torn by bitter divisions and al- 
most unbearable stresses. A soldier rebellion, an abortive Commu- 
nist insurrection, four army coups, and innumerable minor political 
upheavals marked the road that ultimately resulted in King Boris 
proclaiming a royal dictatorship in 1935. At the height of its power, 
VMRO,* which started as a genuine revolutionary Macedonian or- 
ganization but later degenerated into a gangster band, was a 
state within the state. Split into rival factions, the Macedonian gangs 
assassinated no fewer than 864 persons between 1924 and 1934. 

Yet, in contrast to most other East European countries, prewar 
Bulgaria was a strongly egalitarian peasant society, if never a real 
peasant state. There was no deep social cleavage between rulers 
and ruled, no relics of an oppressive feudalism. Only 1 per cent 
of the farmers had individual holdings of more than thirty hec- 
tares and these accounted for less than 6 per cent of the land. As a 
result of the absence of striking contrasts in wealth, class distinc- 
tions have always been very slight. Ethnically and culturally Bul- 
garia was also more homogeneous than its neighbors. About go per 
cent of the population consisted of ethnic Bulgarians, speaking one 
language and belonging to the Orthodox Church, The Turks (now 
numbering about 750,000) have never posed a serious minority 
problem to the government in power. 


* See section on Yugoslavia. 
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But in this small country suffering from overpopulation and under- 
employment there was not enough room for all the would-be poli- 
ticians, not enough “respectable” jobs for the university and high 
school graduates trained chiefly to be “administrators.” Politics was 
one of Bulgaria’s leading industries—in the early 1930s there were 
seventeen government officials per 1,000 inhabitants. The presence 
of over 250,000 refugees from the lost territories, coupled with the 
dangerous antics of the pseudo-revolutionary Macedonian gangs 
fighting for “the unification of all Bulgarians” and the widespread 
irredentist aspirations shared by most Bulgarians, combined to 
aggravate a tense situation. 

Frustrated nationalism, domestic tensions, political discord, and 
economic difficulties after a lost war could well have provided ample 
opportunities for a conspiratorial elite of dedicated revolutionaries. 
But the single most important feature of Bulgarian communism is 
that it emerged as a party in the Russian tradition, an offspring 
of the Russian revolutionary movement, in contrast to the other 
Communist parties in the Balkans, which were molded primarily by 
German and French socialism.? The Bulgarian socialist party, 
founded in 1891 when there were fewer than 5,000 workers in the 
country, split in 1903 (the year of the schism in the Russian move- 
ment) into a radical and a moderate group. The first was called 
“narrow,” being accused by its adversaries of being too narrow- 
minded, and the second, accordingly, “broad.” 

The leader of the “narrows,” Dimitar Blagoev (1855-1924), was 
a teacher and the founder of the first known Marxist circle in Russia 
(when he was studying there). Even before the Russian Revolution, 
the “narrow” party was renowned as doctrinaire, fanatic, and obsti- 
nate in its fight for dogmatic orthodoxy. On a visit to Bulgaria in 
1910, Trotsky noted that the Bulgarian socialists copied even the 
rhetoric and phraseology of their Russian tutors,’ and to this very 
day, they have remained faithful to this tradition. Blagoev, who was 
proud of having gone to the theater only once in his life was an apos- 
tle of intolerant orthodoxy, waging a relentless fight against the mod- 
erates and flouting the idea of any cooperation with the peasant 
organizations, let alone with other political forces. He had al- 
ready spelled out his program in no uncertain terms in 1902: “The 
socialist party would rigorously fight for the complete abolition of 
private property from the biggest machine to the tailor’s needle, from 
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the large tracts to the last inch of land.”® Before World War I, the 
“narrow” socialists had a membership of only 3,400. 

It was not doctrinal purity and political intransigence but the 
humiliating defeats between 1912 and 1918 and their manifold 
repercussions that helped Blagoev’s party to win unexpected 
electoral successes. In 1913, the “narrows” and the “broads” polled 
one-fifth of the total ballot and were represented by thirty-seven 
deputies in parliament. In contrast to the reformists, the “narrow” 
party was consistently against both the Balkan wars and Bulgaria’s 
participation in World War I, a position that enhanced the par- 
ty’s prestige after the defeat. By 1919 its membership had risen 
to 21,000. But for all his revolutionary rhetoric, Blagoev was not in 
the same class with Lenin and his party stood idly by when the 
so-called Radomir rebellion led to a real revolutionary situation in 
the autumn of 1918. After a soldiers’ mutiny, an improvised army 
15,000 strong proclaimed a republic, chose the Agrarian Union 
leader, Stamboliski, as its head, and marched on the capital. The 
rebellion was crushed in three days’ fierce fighting on the outskirts 
of Sofia. The Communists regarded it as “a fight within the bour- 
geoisie.” 

The ultra-leftist line with its contempt for the peasants’ movement 
led the Communists into a second, even more fateful blunder. At its 
congress in May 1919, the “narrow” party changed its name to the 
Communist party and joined the Comintern. Not handicapped by 
traditional anti-Russian nationalist feeling as its sister parties in 
Hungary, Rumania, and Poland were, it emerged soon after its for- 
mation as the country’s second largest party. The Communists 
polled a large share of the popular vote and sent forty-seven depu- 
ties, one-fifth of the total, to parliament. Until it was outlawed in 
1923, the party was surpassed only by the Agrarian Union in polling 
strength. Operating from the late 1920s on under the label of “Labor 
Party,” the Communists succeeded in the first relatively free elec- 
tions in 1931 in sending thirty-one deputies to parliament and in 
capturing an absolute majority of the seats in the Sofia Municipal 
Council a year later. Though the mandates of the crypto-Commu- 
nists were subsequently invalidated by the courts, there is no doubt 
that the Communist party, which never numbered more than 
30,000 to 35,000 members, enjoyed a certain popularity in those 
turbulent days. It is, however, equally true that, in contrast to the 
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exaggerated claims of its spokesmen, it represented no serious threat 
to the state. 

One of the crucial junctures in interwar Bulgarian history was the 
plot that overthrew the government of Alexander Stamboliski. Like 
Stambolov a generation earlier, Stamboliski is considered one of 
Bulgaria’s most outstanding and controversial statesmen. As an 
advocate of a radical peasant and anti-urban ideology, Stambo- 
liski held that the welfare of the peasant majority should take 
priority over all other issues. His Agrarian Union, which governed 
from 1919 until 1923, passed a series of measures to the benefit of 
the villages and established a compulsory labor service and the 
institution of public works to circumvent the ban on military serv- 
ice decreed by the peace treaty. At the same time he held the ex- 
treme nationalists in check and signed an important agreement with 
Yugoslavia. His ultimate aim was the establishment of a corporate 
peasant state associated with the neighboring agrarian states in a 
“Green International.” 

His strong-arm methods, club-wielding “Orange Guards,” and 
anti-city demagogy provoked and antagonized all other party 
groups. With the active or tacit support of the political parties, the 
crown, and the urban population, the League of Reserve Officers 
engineered a coup in June 1923, which in forty-five minutes un- 
seated the Stamboliski government. The chief technical organizer 
of the plot was Colonel Damyan Velchev, the commander of the 
Sofia Military Academy. Stamboliski was caught and murdered after 
horrible torture. 

Stamboliski’s Agrarians were a radical, definitely anti-bourgeois 
force with 4o per cent of the popular vote. Yet the Communists, 
as so often in their history, sized up the balance of forces incorrectly 
and regarded him as their main enemy. The second largest party 
not only stood aside in the showdown between the Agrarians and 
the nationalists, but in its first statement expressed hardly veiled re- 
lief and even called off resistance in those cities where the local 
party organizations had come to the aid of the Agrarians. At the 
time, the Comintern called the event “the greatest defeat ever suf- 
fered by a Communist party.”2° 

The decision to stand by idly was taken unanimously by the 
party's Central Committee. Its Secretary General and effective 
leader, in view of Blagoev’s advanced age and failing health, was 
his closest collaborator and disciple, Vasil Kolarov. Luckily for his 
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personal career, Kolarov, a graduate of Geneva University, hap- 
pened to be in Moscow at the time of the coup. He returned in 
August, rebuked his comrades for their inactivity, and presented 
them with the Comintern’s order to foment an armed uprising. The 
neutrality policy previously endorsed with almost complete una- 
nimity was immediately reversed on Moscow’s orders, and what was 
from the beginning a hopeless insurrection was launched in Sep- 
tember 1923. The uprising, with its center in the Vratsa district 
near the Yugoslav and Rumanian borders, was quickly suppressed. 

Nevertheless it provided the Bulgarian Communists with a his- 
torical myth and prestige, enabling them to play a role in interna- 
tional communism quite out of proportion to their size or impor- 
tance. Priding themselves on being the only party aside from the 
Russians that entered the Comintern as a unit, the Bulgarian 
Communists ensured the lasting favor of their Russian masters by 
their historic merits, orthodox record, and unfailing obedience. 

After the party was forced to go underground, it perpetrated 
an act of terrorism without precedent in Communist history. In 
April 1925 a bomb exploded in the cathedral of Sofia, killing 128 
persons and wounding 323 others who were attending a funeral 
service for a general assassinated by the Communists two days ear- 
lier. The plot, organized by two Communist lieutenant colonels in 
the army and their associates, sparked off a renewed reign of terror 
against the Communists and Agrarians. For over twenty years, the 
Communists emphatically denied any responsibility. It was only at 
the first postwar party congress in December 1948 that Dimitrov 
acknowledged that this “act of desperation” had been perpetrated 
by “ultra-left members and the military department of the party.” 

This, then, was the domestic political record of the Bulgarian 
Communists, regarded in Moscow as the “best Bolsheviks” in inter- 
national communism. The obedience of the Bulgarian Communists 
“was to become unique even in the Comintern and is the real reason 
why, despite their frequent blunders, the Bulgarians were always 
Moscow’s favorite Balkan disciples and its regular gendarmes and 
purgers within the Comintern.”!! The Balkan Communist Federa- 
tion and Communist policies in that region in the interwar period 
were dominated by the Bulgarians, who skillfully combined the 
fight for the Comintern’s line of dismembering the Rumanian and 
Yugoslav succession states with pursuing traditional Bulgarian na- 
tional objectives. On and off, the Bulgarians quarreled with their 
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Balkan comrades over a period of twenty years and usually suc- 
ceeded in dominating them. The interests of revisionist Bulgaria 
neatly coincided with Soviet policies and enabled the Bulgarian 
Communists to merge their absolute loyalty to the Comintern with 
their nationalistic impulses. 

During the interwar period close personal and ideological links 
between Bulgarian and Soviet communism were forged. The rank- 
ing Bulgarian leader, Vasil Kolarov, occupied top positions in the 
Comintern hierarchy; he belonged to the Comintern Executive Com- 
mittee and for some time headed the Balkan Secretariat. Bulgaria’s 
internationally best-known Communist politician, Georgi Dimi- 
trov, was made subordinate to Kolarov and devoted his main atten- 
tion to the unions, emerging in the limelight only after his defiant 
self-defense at the Reichstag fire trial. After his extradition to 
Russia, he became Secretary General of the Comintern and pro- 
claimed the famous “popular front” line in 1935. It is estimated that 
during the 1930s six hundred Bulgarians occupied important posi- 
tions in the Soviet state administration. Undeviating obedience, 
related language, historical and sentimental links, common irredent- 
ism, and personal ties thus combined to produce a relationship with- 
out parallel in Moscow’s links with other “national detachments.”!? 

This factor had a profound impact on Bulgarian communism after 
the seizure of power and reinforced the historical and psychological 


dependence on the Soviet Union. Despite the many personal changes 
in the top leadership, the Bulgarian Communists’ loyalty to Moscow 

has remained a constant. The degree of the dependence has, how- 
ever, split the ruling hierarchy more than once. At the same time 


the record of brutality and the spirit of schism so characteristic of 
the underground movement have remained the principal traits of 
the Bulgarian Communists since their takeover. 


Heroes, traitors, martyrs... 


On December 27, 1947, the Bulgarian party organ Rabotnichesko 
Delo carried a front-page letter of the Central Committee and the 
government congratulating Traicho Kostov, Central Committee 
Secretary and Deputy Premier, on his fiftieth birthday and praising 
him as “an outstanding leader of the party.” Two years later, al- 
most to the day, Kostov was hanged as a police informer, Titoist 
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spy, and foreign agent who had conspired with the American Min- 
ister in Sofia. At his trial, Kostov repudiated in open court the con- 
fession he was alleged to have signed in prison—the only time that 
such an event occurred during a Communist show trial. As so 
often in Bulgarian history, the papers produced the text of a “new” 
confession after the defendant had been executed. 

After a partial and discreet rehabilitation during the first de- 
Stalinization campaign in April 1956, Kostov was fully and demon- 
stratively cleared in November 1962 at the Eighth Party Congress, 
And on December 27, 1967, Rabotnichesko Delo once again car- 
ried a front-page editorial on the seventieth anniversary of Kostov’s 
birth, hailing him as a “brilliant fighter for communism, a remark- 
able leader” and a martyr to the “abuses committed against socialist 
legality during the personality cult period.” 

In a party rent since its birth by violent factional struggles, there 
are many more recent variations on the hero-traitor-martyr cycle. 
For example, the case of Dobri Terpeshev: one of the oldest 
members of the party, he was the supreme commander of the 
Partisan units during the war and negotiated with Tito in the 
autumn of 1944 about the evacuation of Macedonia. After the Kostov 
affair he went into a rapid eclipse, but his final purge as a “right- 
winger” did not take place until 1957 when he lost all his positions. 
As late as 1961, he was attacked as a “former party member.” Yet 
when he died in January 1967, he received a state funeral and was 
praised as an “outstanding veteran and former member of the 
Politburo.” 

The case of former Premier Anton Yugov is illuminating in a 
different way. As Minister of Interior he was responsible for the 
worst period of repression in Bulgarian history. Yet after the Kostov 
purge he was attacked by Dimitrov’s successor, Vulko Chervenkov, 
for “his lack of vigilance.” Six years later Chervenkov himself had to 
resign as a token of de-Stalinization in the midst of attacks on his 
“brutality,” and was replaced by Yugov. After another six years or 
so it was again Yugov’s turn to be purged. His colleagues in the 
Politburo suddenly discovered that he had been too much involved 
after all in “the violation of socialist legality.” 

If one accepts Bernard Shaw’s witticism that assassination is the 
extreme form of censorship, one must conclude that the Bulgarian 
leaders have made some progress in abandoning wholesale execu- 
tion as a means of silencing the losers in power struggles, Kostov 
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was hanged, and no amount of posthumous praise can resurrect 
him, but Yugov lives in a comfortable, spacious house, has a 
chauffeur-driven Mercedes and a gardener at his disposal, receives 
a large pension, and makes an occasional appearance in restaurants 
or at the theater. 

Kostov, Terpeshev, and Yugov were victims of the occupational 
hazards every Communist leader faces. What distinguishes the 
factional struggles in the Bulgarian party is the scope, intensity, and 
persistence of the power conflicts and the perennial search for 
scapegoats. Neither past purges nor the current situation in the 
Bulgarian Communist Party should be viewed merely in the con- 
text of ordinary struggles for power. The shifting allegiances and 
multiple crosscurrents have been colored by the relationship with 
Moscow and Belgrade, by differences over the crucial issue of how 
to industrialize the country~and to what extent and in what direc- 
tion—as well as by chronic discord over the definition of the point 
beyond which even a limited internal liberalization must not be 
allowed to go. The question as to who or which group comes out on 
top in a given factional struggle has always been decisively in- 
fluenced by Soviet preferences. At the same time, local pressures, 
rooted in the different political and personal backgrounds of per- 
sons and groups in the upper echelons, have influenced Moscow’s 
choice. 

The origins of intraparty struggles can be found partly in the 
circumstances in which the Communists seized power. In contrast 
to Yugoslavia and Albania, communism was “imported” into Bul- 
garia. .The Soviet Union maintained diplomatic relations with 
Bulgaria until the very end. Not until victory was certain did it 
suddenly declare war and “assure itself the rights and privileges of 
conquest.”!8 On September g, 1944, after the Russians had invaded 
the country, the Bulgarian government was overthrown by the 
Fatherland Front, an underground movement composed of the Zveno 
group, the radical Agrarians, the Social Democrats, and the Com- 
munists. 

The Zveno group, named after a prewar periodical of the same 
name (zveno means “link”), was associated with the Military 
League headed by Colonel Damyan Velchev and played an impor- 
tant role in Bulgarian politics. Velchev, perhaps the most accom- 
plished military conspirator in modern East European history, 
engineered the plot against Stamboliski, organized another military 
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coup ten years later, and was instrumental in the smooth seizure 
of power in 1944. The leader of Zveno, Kimon Giorgiev, became the 
head of the Fatherland Front government while Velchev occupied 
the key position of Minister of War. The left-wing Agrarians, 
headed first by Dr. G. M. Dimitrov (no relation to the Communist 
leader) who was sentenced to death in absentia in 1941 and re- 
turned after the coup, also received several posts, as did the 
socialists. 

With Bulgaria occupying the long-coveted territories in Mace- 
donia and Thrace and reaping certain economic advantages from 
trade with Germany and a wartime boom, yet not participating in 
the war against the Soviet Union, the small Communist guerrilla 
bands had never been able to exert great influence. There had been 
few German troops in the country, and the activity of the Partisans 
consisted mainly of raiding villages and harassing and fighting the 
local gendarmeries and scattered army units. At its peak, the 
Partisan movement, for all the carefully fostered myths, never num- 
bered more than 10,000 to 15,000 men. The party itself claimed some 
25,000 members in September 1944, but non-Communist sources 
put the figure at about 8,000.4 

Yet this hard core of dedicated Communists, reinforced, it is true, 
by scores of Soviet-trained functionaries and officers, played a key 
role in imposing countrywide control and destroying the old ad- 
ministration. While the Soviet Army “paralyzed by its very presence 
the forces of reaction in the country,” as Chervenkoy said later, the 
Communists in charge of the Ministry of Interior launched what 
was, even by Balkan standards, a ferocious campaign to ferret out 
and liquidate the political cadres of the non-Communist bourgeois 
parties. Within six months of the Russians’ entry, “people’s courts” 
held 131 trials and condemned over 10,000 persons, 2,138 of whom 
were executed. Many of these people were persecuted merely be- 
cause they were mistrusted by the Communists and the Russians 
and suspected of being pro-Western. The only potentially danger- 
ous counterforce, the army, was not only purged of its most “unre- 
liable” elements, but was sent out of the country to fight the 
Germans in Austria and Hungary. By the time the units returned, 
the Communists had seized effective control of central and local 
government. Within a year the Fatherland Front became a mere 
screen for unbridled Communist rule; Dr. G. M. Dimitrov was 
forced into exile and subsequently once more condemned to death 
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in absentia. Rigged elections in disregard of Western protests and 
opposition boycott lent a pretense of legality to what was already a 
single-party dictatorship. 

While the proclamation of a republic met with genuine popular 
consent, the terrorism against political rivals and opponents alien- 
ated even those who had had sympathies for a left-wing govern- 
ment. Only Communist eagerness to conclude a peace treaty and 
gain Western recognition saved the life of Nikola Petkov, the 
daring Agrarian leader who succeeded Dr. G. M. Dimitrov, and 
the lives of other opposition leaders. The campaign of terror and 
intimidation made the victory of the Fatherland Front in the 
October 1946 elections a foregone conclusion. Nevertheless 1.3 
million people defied the pressure, enabling the opposition to win 
22 per cent of the popular vote. 

Having renounced his Soviet citizenship two days earlier, Georgi 
Dimitrov took over the premiership. After the signing of the Peace 
Treaty and the securing of British and American recognition, came 
the symbolic turning point in postwar history: the trial and execu- 
tion of Nikola Petkov, the peasant leader who had been defying 
Communist policies for six months on the floor of parliament. As an 
acute observer on the spot remarked: “The Anglo-American inter- 
vention in Bulgaria (and also in Rumania) in the years between 
the armistice and peace treaties had about as much effect as a 
badly worn brake on a heavy bus hurtling downhill.”!5 

The effective leader of the Communist party during the closing 
stage of the war and in the immediate postwar period was Traicho 
Kostov; Dimitrov and Kolarov, both old and ailing, returned only in 
the autumn of 1945 when Communist control had already been 
firmly established. Kostov, crippled since 1925 when he jumped out 
of a window to escape torture by the Sofia police, was a “home” 
Communist. Though he spent several years in Russia, he ran the 
party during the crucial wartime period. 

As ruthless as his successors, he committed the unpardonable sin 
of trying to protect his country’s political and economic interests. In 
contrast to Dimitrov who had worked for close cooperation with 
Yugoslavia and a Balkan Federation, Kostov was against what he 
regarded as an unfair deal. As Djilas later recalled: “Kostov was 
considered [by the Yugoslavs] an opponent of Yugoslavia and by 
the same token a Soviet man. Yet he was also for Bulgarian inde- 
pendence and disliked the Yugoslavs because he thought that 
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they were Stalin’s chief henchmen and even trying to dominate 
Bulgaria.”1¢ 

It was, however, his stand, not against the federation project, 
which by then Stalin opposed, but against exploitation of Bulgaria 
that sealed his fate. Stalin regarded Bulgaria as a political satellite 
and economic colony. In 1946-47 Soviet representatives bought up 
much of the Bulgarian tobacco crop and its famous attar of roses 
at ridiculously low prices. When the Bulgarians tried to market the 
rest of their tobacco and rose essence, they were shocked to discover 
that they were competing against their own products, offered by 
the Russians on Western markets at less than prevailing world 
prices. As acting Premier, Kostov tried to put an end to these 
practices by applying the law on state secrets to Soviet economic 
officials, who together with intelligence agents and military experts 
had already infiltrated the entire state apparatus. This was the only 
matter he brought up at the crucial Soviet-Yugoslav-Bulgarian talks 
in February 1948. His complaints about the injustice of some agree- 
ments were brushed off by an irritated Stalin fully engaged in the 
showdown with the intransigent Yugoslavs, but the episode was 
not forgotten. 

Though Kostov was tried on the false charge that he was in the 
service of Tito and “the imperialists,” his real guilt consisted of 
“national deviation in relation to the Soviet Union.” After his public 
rebuke by Pravda for supporting a federation project, sixty-six- 
year-old Dimitrov had been “written off,” and his brother-in-law, 
Vulko Chervenkov, who had spent two decades in Moscow, had 
become Stalin’s chief Bulgarian agent. The liquidation of Kostov 
was entrusted to this able and ruthless apparatchik. Kostov, the 
anti-Soviet nationalist, who did not realize “that secrets and com- 
mercialism do not exist in our relations with the Soviet Union,” as 
the party paper solemnly proclaimed, was forced to resign in 
March, was expelled and arrested in June, after Chervenkov had 
returned with the “script” of his trial, and hanged in December 
1949. His closest collaborators, Finance Minister Stefanov, who had 
stabilized the currency; Professor Petko Kunin, the top planner; 
and many other officials were sentenced to long prison terms. 

After the deaths of Dimitrov and Kolarov, Chervenkov became 
the undisputed dictator. Party membership in 1948 was over 
500,000, twenty times higher than at the time of the seizure of 
power, since tens of thousands of opportunists had jumped on the 
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bandwagon. Within two years, more than 90,000 members were 
purged, including many able and reliable Communists suspected 
of harboring secret sympathies for Kostov, of being “waverers” or 
guilty of some unspecified “deviation.” 

Bulgaria under Chervenkov became a model satellite and the 
spearhead of the campaign of vituperation against Yugoslavia. Re- 
gardless of differences over other matters, the overwhelming ma- 
jority of Bulgarian Communist leaders, whether of the “native” or 
Muscovite variety, felt that the Stalin-Tito conflict had saved Pirin 
Macedonia (the 2,700 square miles of Macedonia that Bulgaria 
managed to secure in 1913) from being merged with Tito’s Mace- 
donian Republic. The Sofia press began to refer to Yugoslav Mace- 
donia as Western Bulgaria. Meanwhile all contacts with the West 
were cut. The United States broke off diplomatic relations after the 
Kostov affair. Relations with Greece deteriorated to the point where 
not even rail or postal communications were maintained. After the 
brutal expulsion of some 150,000 of the Turkish minority, serious 
tensions arose with Turkey. Internal policies were even more 
Stalinist than in Rumania. Collectivization of agriculture surged 
far ahead of other Communist countries. As early as 1950, 44 per 
cent of the arable land belonged to the collective and state farms, 
while in neighboring Rumania the figure stood at only 12 per cent. 
By 1957 the Bulgarians were the first in the entire Soviet bloc to 
proclaim the “full collectivization” of private farming. 

In no other Communist country was the Stalinist model of in- 
dustrialization copied to such an extent as in Bulgaria. In terms of 
percentages, the performance was impressive. But even aside from 
the fact that Bulgarian statistics were and are notoriously unre- 
liable (reports and figures released for varying periods often con- 
flict widely with one another), the wisdom of the manner and 
degree of the entire industrialization policy is very much open to 
doubt. 

How to improve agricultural methods, absorb surplus labor, and 
industrialize in a way suited to the needs and resources of the 
country had been a central question facing Bulgaria ever since 
it became independent. The Communist answer to these ques- 
tions was a forced “all-round” industrialization—and this in a small 
country devoid of hard coal, iron, and oil, with a very low per capita 
income and little industrial experience, and with no reserve of 
specialists and skilled workers. The by-products of building a 
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“heavy industrial base” without any regard for resources, of in- 
creasing the proportion of investments three to four times prewar 
levels, of neglecting agriculture and placing enormous burdens on 
the consumer may plague Bulgaria almost indefinitely. 

Bulgaria could offer the Soviet Union cheap labor, non-ferrous 
metals, and processed agricultural and chemical products, often of 
shoddy quality. Exports to the Soviet market had priority over 
domestic supply, and plans were drawn up according to the given 
needs of the Soviet planner. While in 1937 what is now the Soviet 
bloc accounted for only 12 per cent of the country’s foreign trade, 
the proportion rose to 92 per cent by 1951, with the Russians alone 
having a stake of almost 60 per cent. The price paid for a ques- 
tionable pattern of industrialization was exorbitant: a high rate of 
waste, the destruction of traditional handicrafts, a depressed stand- 
ard of living, and growing tensions and imbalances between high- 
cost heavy industry and neglected light industry and between 
industry and agriculture. This was coupled with serious social dis- 
locations as housing lagged far behind the massive population trans- 
fer from farming to industry. 

While these problems were typical of all Communist countries 
during the heyday of Stalinism, political developments in Bulgaria 
were in some respects unique and at times enigmatic. When in 1954, 
the Soviet “new course” obliged the rulers of the satellites to break 
the previous practice of combining party leadership and the pre- 
miership, Chervenkov surprisingly decided to remain Premier. He 
chose his successor as First Secretary of the party carefully, picking 
a junior functionary, the then forty-three-year-old Todor Zhivkov, 
instead of making room for a potential rival. Of peasant stock, with 
a minimum of formal education, Zhivkov was elected a full member 
of the Central Committee only at the end of 1948 and his subse- 
quent rise in the hierarchy was due solely to his being a favorite of 
the party leader. He became one of the party secretaries and then 
member of the ruling Politburo in 1950-51, during the wholesale 
purge of the party. 

From 1955 onward the Soviet-Yugoslav rapprochement began to 
cast a menacing shadow over Chervenkov’s career. The “little 
Stalin” of Bulgaria, like his colleagues in Albania and Hungary, saw 
his survival at stake in the wake of Khrushchev’s spectacular journey 
to Belgrade in May 1955. Furthermore the Bulgarian leadership as 
a whole was second only to Albania in its traditional enmity to- 
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ward Yugoslavia. Thus it was not surprising that Khrushchev 
stopped in Sofia on his way back from Belgrade, to keep the situa- 
tion under control. “The road toward development of friendly rela- 
tions between the Soviet Union and the people’s democracies on 
the one hand and Yugoslavia on the other, has been opened,” he 
proclaimed at a public meeting. At the same time he also made a 
secret speech to a select party audience, where he is alleged to 
have pointed out the limits rather than the scope of the reconcilia- 
tion, stressing particularly the maintenance of Soviet ideological 
and political primacy. 

The first Soviet-Yugoslav reconciliation did not erode Soviet in- 
fluence in Bulgaria, but it did raise the thorny question of who 
should be the chief Soviet agent once Chervenkov had been 
sacrificed to the cause of Yugoslav friendship. This was the period 
when the Soviet leadership itself was split over the scope and pace 
of de-Stalinization, with the warring factions favoring different 
leaders in the various satellites. Nowhere was the matter so diffi- 
cult to solve as in Bulgaria where there was no other leader “in 
reserve” with a stature remotely comparable to Chervenkov's. 

After the Twentieth Party Congress the Soviet leaders chose a 
compromise solution. At the plenary meeting of the Bulgarian Cen- 
tral Committee in April 1956, Chervenkov was removed from his 
position as Premier, castigated for his cult of personality and for 
“having considered that his word was law,” and was replaced by 
Anton Yugov, Minister of Interior from 1944 to 1948. Chervenkov 
remained, however, a member of the Politburo and was appointed 
Deputy Premier. The Yugoslavs immediately complained that the 
plenum “did not go far enough” in condemning Chervenkov, re- 
habilitating Kostov, and settling accounts with the secret police. 

The “April plenum” has become one of the sacred fictions in 
party history, the turning point in the fight against the “personality 
cult” and the return to “socialist legality.” All that it actually pro- 
duced as far as the population was concerned was merely atmos- 
pheric improvements, and even the limited advances in the field of 
cultural dissent were quickly reversed when a writers’ rebellion the 
following year exceeded the limits of party tolerance. 

The real significance of Chervenkov’s demotion and of the en- 
tire April plenum was that it struck at the prestige of Bulgaria’s 
strong man without changing his policies—he was demoted but not 
disgraced. This led to a dramatic revival of factional struggles, 
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plunging the party into a chronic crisis of authority. The other East 
European rulers of the Stalin era were either replaced by their re- 
habilitated victims (in Hungary and Poland) or were able to ride 
out the storm (Ulbricht in East Germany, Hoxha in Albania, 
Gheorghiu-Dej in Rumania, and Antonin Novotny in Czechoslo- 
vakia). Every country had its undisputed victors and losers, which 
meant either the re-establishment or reinforcement of a single chain 
of command, the most important precondition for the existence of 
a totalitarian party dictatorship. 

In Bulgaria, Chervenkov was no longer fully in command, but he 
remained in the wings as a Politburo member until the end of 1961 
(in the Central Committee until November 1962), decisively in- 
fluencing factional struggles and major policy decisions. His still 
immense authority in the party handicapped the nominal party 
leader, Todor Zhivkov, in asserting himself in the party apparatus 
and building up an independent power base. The man in the street, 
and indeed most of the functionaries, regarded him as merely an 
errand-boy for Chervenkov. 

The anti-Yugoslav campaign in 1957-58 gave the old-timers in 
the Bulgarian leadership a new lease on life. Once again Khru- 
shchev picked Sofia as the place to proclaim the changed line 
toward Yugoslavia, this time not “opening the road to normaliza- 
tion” but blocking it. At the Seventh Party Congress in June 1958, 
he announced that the 1948 Cominform resolution expelling Yugo- 
slavia had been “basically correct,” charged Tito with abetting the 
Hungarian revolution, and accused the Yugoslavs of being a Trojan 
horse in the Communist movement. Bulgarian speakers happily 
echoed his vituperative attacks. As Tito in a sharp rejoinder ironi- 
cally remarked: “There was so much mention of Yugoslavia at the 
Bulgarian Party Congress that it resembled a Yugoslav faction’s 
congress.” 

Soon after the congress, the country was thrown into a complete 
turmoil. Bulgaria embarked on her version of the Chinese “great 
leap forward.” The ambitious Five Year Plan was scrapped and 
replaced by targets that all foreign observers and many Bulgarians 
regarded as not only enormously exaggerated, but outright ridicu- 
lous. The so-called “Zhivkov theses,” published in January 1959, 
envisaged the fulfillment of the plan in four or possibly three years; 
agricultural production was to be doubled in 1959 and trebled by 
1960. The collective farms were merged into 867 vast farms, each 
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with an area of over 4,000 hectares. Despite 68,000 conferences and 
meetings at which the “masses” enthusiastically endorsed the 
“stupefying” undertaking, covert opposition was strong from the 
very beginning and continued to grow as the disastrous conse- 
quences of the “great leap” became more and more evident. Pre- 
mier Yugov prudently remained in the background, but a prominent 
“doubter,” Boris Taskov, a Politburo member, was demoted for “his 
lack of faith” in April 1959. 

It is generally agreed that Chervenkov had a hand in this extraor- 
dinary experiment. He had visited China before the campaign 
started and the Bulgarian press had reported progress there in 
glowing terms. But in view of the tight Soviet control over Bulgaria, 
it is difficult to believe that the Bulgarian “leap” was the reflec- 
tion of a conscious pro-Chinese trend.1" 

Sympathies for an underdeveloped China trying to overcome its 
backwardness and agonizing awareness of how far Bulgaria was 
lagging behind the developed “brotherly” countries may both have 
played a part, but the Bulgarian experiment was primarily the 
fruit of the domestic political deadlock that had eroded the self- 
confidence and dynamism of the party cadres. The “leap” was es- 
sentially a desperate attempt to retrieve the party's sense of mission 
and self-importance, to “revolutionize” the situation from above, and 
to replace growing discord with unity of purpose. 

The experiment was probably backed initially by the Russians, 
but the pace got disastrously out of control in the hands of a party 
so deeply imbued with a tradition of “narrow” extremism and 
doctrinaire romanticism, The idea was identified with the name of 
Zhivkov and with his mentor, Chervenkov, who himself presented 
the blueprint to parliament in the spring of 1959. But instead of 
leaping forward, the authors of the venture soon found themselves 
in the ditch, Economically, the program was a dismal failure, 
leaving a legacy of wasted funds, senseless investment projects, and 
organizational chaos. The political repercussions were even more 
ominous. Zhivkov’s standing fell, if possible, even lower than it had 
been before, and only the unfailing support of Khrushchev, who 
regarded him as a personal favorite, kept him at the helm of the 
party. 

Throughout the whole decade between 1956 and 1965, there were 
three main factors behind the ups and downs in internal develop- 
ments: the lack of a universally acknowledged leader, the economic 
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impasse, and the external influences of a troubled relationship with 
Yugoslavia. Old and young Stalinists, dogmatists, and conservatives 
did not belong to any single faction either opposing a “reformist” 
Zhivkov or throwing its weight behind Premier Yugov as a symbol 
of the “old order.” 

Numerous ranking functionaries, “natives” and Muscovites, tended 
to regard Zhivkov as an “upstart” who had conspicuously failed 
to project an image of himself as a party leader, let alone as a 
national figure. This sizable and influential middle group of senior 
Communists with different backgrounds and views made it difficult 
for the Soviet leadership to opt unequivocally and swiftly for a 
solution. Even the Twenty-second Soviet Party Congress failed to 
tip the balance in favor of Zhivkov. As a token of de-Stalinization, 
in November 1961 Chervenkov was stripped of his seat in the 
Politburo and his post as Deputy Premier. He remained, however, 
a member of the Central Committee. 

The factional conflicts and economic tensions culminated in 1962. 
Realizing the scope of the two-pronged crisis of authority and the 
economy, Moscow sent no less than eight fact-finding missions to 
the country, one headed by Khrushchev himself and two others 
led by his closest associates in the Soviet leadership. Once again 
using the occasion to announce yet another change in the line 
toward Yugoslavia, Khrushchev held out an olive branch to Tito 
and wished “the Yugoslav comrades successes in building socialism.” 
The real purpose of his visit, however, was to dampen the factional 
struggle, to bolster Zhivkov’s position, and to forestall any possible 
repercussions of the second major Soviet-Yugoslav reconciliation. 

In the autumn of 1962 the Bulgarian party was preparing for its 
impending Eighth Congress, and the usual conferences at local 
levels were sprinkled with customary references to party unity. But 
the widening rift between Moscow and Peking and the aftermath of 
the Cuban crisis convinced Khrushchev that the deadlock in Bul- 
garia must be broken, and broken in a manner that would help the 
Soviet party in its campaign against its rivals in Peking. Even so the 
decision was made at the last possible moment. 

On the eve of the opening day of the congress, the front of the 
former royal palace was as usual decorated with huge pictures of 
Lenin and Dimitrov. To the left of them were displayed portraits 
of the ten members of the Bulgarian Politburo, and on the right 
those of the Soviet Presidium. Next morning came the dramatic 
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blow: Zhivkov denounced Premier Yugov, his deputy Georgi Tsan- 
kov, who had been Minister of Interior for over a decade, and 
others, as a dogmatic faction conspiring together with Chervenkov 
against the party line and in the defense of the “personality cult.” 

With the main culprits absent from the congress hall, Zhivkov’s 
opening salvo was followed by a series of concerted attacks. The 
accusers were the young rising leaders who had rallied around 
Zhivkov during the past few years: Mitko Grigorov, the chief 
ideological spokesman; Stanko Todorov, the top economic planner; 
Boris Velchev, the secretary in charge of organization; and other 
functionaries who subsequently filled the positions vacated by the 
disgraced “conspirators.” Grigorov, then forty-one years old, leveled 
the most impassioned accusations at his fallen colleagues: “During 
the Chervenkov era, an atmosphere of fear, mistrust, and suspicion 
prevailed in the party.” But Chervenkov had already been criticized 
in 1956 and again in 1961. Why had it taken so many years for 
his sins and the sins of Yugov and Tsankov, who had been in the 
top leadership long after the worst period of their alleged violation 
of “socialist legality,” to be discovered? 

“We wanted to avoid a shock in the party,” declared the presi- 
dent of the control commission in charge of disciplinary actions. The 
truth of the matter was that the final showdown had taken place 
three days before the congress, at a meeting of the Central Com- 
mittee. The plenary session was interrupted, and Zhivkov flew to 
Moscow to ask for help in the face of powerful opposition. Inspired 
“leaks” tried to spread the impression that Yugov had also spoken 
out against the Soviet policy of peaceful coexistence, criticizing 
Khrushchev’s behavior during the Cuban crisis. This, like many of 
the charges against the deposed leaders, was demonstrably false. 
Yugov was simply lumped with his old adversary, Chervenkov, and 
projected as a dyed-in-the-wool Stalinist, because the losers in the 
power struggle had to be disgraced under the banner of de- 
Stalinization. 

In the course of the most sweeping purge since the Kostov affair, 
three Politburo members and twenty-seven Central Committee 
members, almost one-third of the total membership, were either 
purged or replaced by newcomers. Zhivkov took over the premier- 
ship of a government in which thirteen key posts were now occupied 
by new men. The two Premiers between 1950 and 1962 and all 
Ministers of Interior and their deputies throughout the entire post- 
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war period now rank in the official history as “dogmatic plotters 
guilty of serious infringements of legality.” 

For the first time since his emergence from obscurity in 1954, 
Zhivkov seemed to have firm command of the party. With his most 
dangerous rival and his erstwhile protector expelled, he was in a 
position at last to exercise a pervasive influence over the party line 
and the apparatus, to throw overboard the ideological baggage of 
Stalinism, and to steer the long overdue reform course in domestic 
and external policies. Yet during the next two years the line swung 
wildly backward and forward, from more freedom to renewed 
tightening of the screws. 

There were in fact multiple lines. The campaign against the men 
previously in charge of the security service and their “criminal 
excesses” brought a welcome relief to the average citizen. Some of 
the detention camps were closed, about four thousand prisoners, 
including an estimated five hundred political inmates, were par- 
doned, and a greater freedom of speech was tolerated. But in the 
middle of 1963 the regime recognized the timeliness of Tocque- 
ville’s warning about the acute dangers posed to a weak government 
when it seeks to mend its ways and relax the iron grip of repression. 
Making cracks at the expense of a nervous regime again became a 
risky venture, with the papers reporting a series of prison sentences 
and deportations of “hostile elements.” A popular joke began to 
make the rounds in Sofia: What is the difference between a pessimist 
and an optimist? The pessimist says: “The situation was bad, is bad, 
and it will become even worse.” The optimist says: “The situa- 
tion was bad, is bad, it cannot possibly become worse.” 

The attitude toward intellectuals, above all writers, also varied. 
While de-Stalinization was in fashion a spate of poems, short 
stories, and plays were published reflecting the horrors of the 
Stalinist period. Then in the spring of 1963 Zhivkov spelled out the 
permissible limits of criticism in a major speech. But, in contrast 
to the past, the rebellious writers, rather than producing “party- 
minded” literature, either resorted to the tactic of silence or re- 
treated to apolitical themes. 

Contradictory tendencies were also apparent in foreign policy. 
The most important and durable change occurred in relations with 
Greece. After over twenty years of intermittent tensions, in July 1964 
the two countries signed a package deal incorporating twelve 
interstate agreements on the restoration of direct road, rail, and air 
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traffic, postal communications, trade exchanges, water regulation, 
etc. The re-establishment of normal relations with Greece marked 
the beginning of a more active Bulgarian policy in the Balkans and 
put an end to the long period of isolation. 

But relations with the United States underwent bewildering al- 
terations. For almost ten years after Kostov’s trial there were no 
diplomatic relations at all between the two countries. The Bulgarians 
had implicated the then American Minister Donald Heath in the 
“plot,” harassed the legation staff, and imprisoned its native em- 
ployees, and Washington had broken off relations. The legation was 
reopened in 1960 after the Bulgarians had rehabilitated Kostov and 
withdrawn the false charges against Heath. 

In 1963 a series of lively cultural contacts and exchanges of high 
level visits between the two countries began. On the Fourth of July, 
the American Minister, Mrs. Eugene Anderson, appeared on Bul- 
garian radio and television, the first Western mission chief to be 
accorded such a favor since the war. Then, almost overnight, the 
atmosphere dramatically changed. Assen Georgiev, a leading Bul- 
garian diplomat to the United Nations, was publicly tried as an 
American spy and executed in December. It was not so much the 
trial itself, but the excessive publicity devoted to it, coupled with 
savage attacks on the United States in the heavy-handed style of 
the Stalinist hate campaigns, that raised the ominous possibility of 
a full return to strong-arm police methods. An organized mob, con- 
trolled and directed by the secret police, stormed the American 
legation and shattered most of its windows. Two similar outbursts 
of officially instigated mob violence against the legation followed in 
1964-65. 

Fluctuations between improvement and retreat were also evident 
in other important areas, from the complex relationship with Yu- 
goslavia to the first cautious steps toward economic reform and more 
reliance on material incentives. In conversations with writers, 
students, and economic experts, the visitor could hardly fail to no- 
tice that the defiant pride in achievements was almost always tinged 
with frustration that the progress was not faster, and at times with 
barely veiled anger at a leadership so subservient to Moscow, so 
vacillating in its policies, and so weak in surmounting the opposi- 
tion to its stated reform program. 

What happened to the much-publicized break with the past? To 
begin with, Zhivkov’s sweeping victory over his rivals was more 
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apparent than real. His troubles grew, not out of his failures, but 
out of the very character of his triumph. He had not won the power 
struggle on his own, but solely by virtue of Khrushchev’s support 
and direct Soviet intervention. As a result, his personal and politi- 
cal dependence on the Soviet leader became greater than ever be- 
fore. This in turn weakened rather than strengthened his authority 
in the party. 

The mood of general dissatisfaction with food supply difficul- 
ties, the housing shortage, and the lack of appreciable improve- 
ment was coupled with an unprecedented opposition to Zhivkov’s 
reformist initiatives within the power structure itself. Faced with 
rising popular pressures and the still powerful resistance of the 
party machine, mainly at the medium and lower levels, Zhivkov 
and his associates had three options: to return to the safe and cheap 
course of repression; to embark on a resolute program of liberaliza- 
tion; or to mark time by compromises. The old-timers were no 
longer powerful enough to enforce a full-scale retreat, nor did the 
Zhivkov group yet have the strength or the necessary Soviet back- 
ing to push for a meaningful change. Thus the leadership was 
forced, and also partly inclined, to choose the third option: to 
plod along on a middle-of-the-road course between the extremes 
of Stalinism and reform. This was politically the least disastrous and 
hence the most acceptable line to the vested interests of a power 
elite that in both its composition and its divided loyalties bore the 
stamp of two decades of bitter factional struggles. 

Even this state of affairs was infinitely superior to the not-so- 
distant Stalinist past. But the population at large and, even more, 
the close to four hundred thousand university graduates and people 
with specialized training were measuring progress in terms of the 
regime’s frequent promises and their own expectations, not in 
comparison with the worst period of postwar history. As in most 
other Communist countries, streamlined simplifications about clear- 
cut battlefronts between “dogmatists” and “reformists” often only 
obscure the real problems if indiscriminately applied to a myriad of 
major and petty conflicts in administration, economy, and everyday 
life. 

Many Bulgarians from ministers to local officials and managers, 
did not oppose change in the past or do not resist it today because 
they are “dogmatic.” It is rather the other way around: they take 
up positions that can be described as dogmatic or conservative 
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for fear of losing jobs gained solely by virtue of their Partisan rec- 
ord and the right connections. The battle between the forces of 
progress and retreat is often really a contest between stupidity and 
ability, between pompous inefficiency and creative dynamism. As a 
Sofia literary weekly suggested in November 1962: “A state commit- 
tee for the struggle against stupidity should be formed to investigate 
all state employees.” 

The seesaw in internal politics, a heightened sophistication about 
world affairs, the first impact of the early tourist boom, which 
brought in its wake tangible proofs of the Western standard of 
living, resulted in a spreading skepticism and disenchantment 
among the youth. As a young student put it to me in the autumn of 
1964, “We Bulgarians are the thriftiest and the most hard-working 
people in the Balkans. We have uranium, non-ferrous metals, a 
beautiful coast, and many natural assets. But look at the Yugoslavs, 
how much better they have fared. Why do we have to live so 
miserably?” His girl friend, also a student, was even more out- 
spoken: “My mother is of Russian origin and I like the Russians as 
people very much, But why do we have to imitate them in every 
single thing? Why can’t a movie critic say that this or that Russian 
film is bad? We have always been a proud nation, yet today we 
count only as a copy of Russia. The worst thing is that in the end 
we are beginning to lose faith in ourselves as Bulgarians.” 

What was perhaps most surprising to a visitor were the frequent 
almost nostalgic references to Chervenkov, the disgraced “little 
Stalin.” In the words of the girl student, “My parents do not feel 
any improvement in our life since he has gone. I was too young to 
remember, but it could not have been so much worse than it is 
today. Chervenkov was at least someone with a standing in Mos- 
cow, a strong personality who was respected, even if feared.” An 
old doctor, surprisingly, echoed her opinion in much the same 
words: “I always hear not only on our radio, but even in foreign 
broadcasts to Bulgaria that the Russians are our liberators and 
best friends. But no one ever asks us which Russians liberated us 
from the Turks,” With almost nothing but contempt for the Com- 
munists, the old man nevertheless sounded a note of grudging ad- 
miration when speaking about Chervenkov. “At least he was a strong 
man, a real leader.” But he considered Zhivkov a nonentity. 

No other East European leader, not even the Hungarian Janos 
Kadar, who was put in power by the Red Army, has been so per- 
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sonally dependent on Khrushchev and so identified with him as 
Zhivkov. Thus, nowhere did the fall of the Soviet leader cause such 
a shock, or pose such a direct danger to the number one man of the 
local regime, as in Sofia. There was complete and stunned silence 
for five days after the laconic Soviet communique had been issued. 
Aside from publishing a Pravda editorial the next day, and re- 
printing the shortest possible versions of Kadar’s and Gomulka’s 
speeches with all references to Khrushchev omitted, the Bulgarian 
mass media kept absolutely silent. Finally on October 21 a resolu- 
tion of the Central Committee was published proclaiming “great 
respect” and “confidence” and full support to the Soviet party lead- 
ership and its decisions. The idol of yesterday was not rated worthy 
of mention. 

The resolution did, however, stress the continuation of the line 
of the April plenum (1956) against the personality cult which had 
been carried out by the party and state leadership “headed by 
Comrade Todor Zhivkov’—a clear hint that Zhivkov for the time 
being had survived the immediate aftermath of his protector’s fall. 
But with the fall of Khrushchev, the “special relationship” between 
Zhivkov and Moscow ceased to exist. Furthermore, other senior 
leaders like the veteran Politburo member Colonel-General Ivan 
Mihailov, for twenty years a high-ranking Soviet officer, had their 
separate lines of communications to the Kremlin and the Soviet 
intelligence services, and as in 1949, 1956, and 1962, the final word 
was still spoken in Moscow and not in Sofia. 

Within six months, the deceptive calm in Sofia was blown to 
smithereens by what went down in history as the first genuine 
military conspiracy ever to occur in a Communist state. After a 
hiatus of twenty years, the army once again re-emerged as an inde- 
pendent factor on the political stage in Bulgaria. 


National sentiments—assets or risks? 


“Thank God, we are still alive!” With a broad smile on his face, 
the balding white-haired man swallowed his glass of native plum 
brandy and posed the rhetorical question: “Do you think that our 
army is a Latin American army? How could an army coup possibly 
take place or succeed in our socialist country?” We were talking in 
July 1965 about what my jovial and friendly host, Premier Zhivkov, 
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described as “an insignificant episode”: the recent conspiracy organ- 
ized by high-ranking officers and wartime Partisan commanders. 
The nine main conspirators had been tried in camera less than 
four weeks before our meeting. 

Sitting in his spacious office underneath a life-sized color portrait 
of Georgi Dimitrov, Zhivkov struck me as a somewhat colorless 
middle-aged man who nevertheless made an over-all impression 
that was considerably better than his reputation. He revealed re- 
markably little personal presence, but, to a degree unusual in a man 
of his position, during the one-and-a-half-hour interview, projected 
—effortlessly and I believe genuinely—an image of himself as a 
modest and self-effacing, even shy, and to some extent amiable 
politician. His statements during the free-wheeling conversation, 
with no questions submitted in advance, did not shine with any- 
thing resembling superior ability, let alone intellectual brilliance, 
but he was neither a fool nor a complete nonentity. He spoke and 
argued like a kind of small-sized Khrushchev, without Khrushchev’s 
temperamental outbursts, but with a similar down-to-earth com- 
mon sense, peasant slyness, and the shrewd manner of an undoubt- 
edly competent and highly experienced Communist functionary. 

What, I asked, did the conspirators want? Zhivkov presented 
them as “people with a disturbed consciousness and a primitive 
way of thinking,” “men who did not know what they wanted... 
hatching out confused combinations.” As proof, he mentioned that 
in one version of their plans he himself was to remain as top leader, 
“although I am known for being bound to the Soviet Union in life 
and death; the same is true of our party and our people.” In his 
opinion, it was the sensation-seeking hostile Western press that had 
exaggerated the “totally insignificant episode” out of all proportion, 
probably because of the suicide of one of the conspirators and the 
attempted flight of another. As to their political program, Zhivkov 
flatly labeled them “pro-Chinese.” He heaped abuse on the “main 
centers of calumny” in Belgrade and Vienna, but studiously ignored 
my reference to the interesting fact that the news had been broken 
to the world by the correspondent of an American news agency in 
Sofia, a Bulgarian citizen. 

When one extracts and clarifies some of the issues embedded in 
the amorphous mass of inspired leaks, wild rumors, clumsy denials, 
and hard facts, the “insignificant episode” turns out to have been 
strikingly different in character and scope from what Zhivkov and 


236 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


official propaganda tried to imply. Though much of the background 
and the exact sequence of events is still obscure, the available evi- 
dence and reliable on-the-spot information are more than sufficient 
to allow a reconstruction of what actually happened. The conspira- 
tors were not just a handful “of miserable adventurers, careerist 
elements, and unprincipled power-seeking persons,” as Zhivkov 
described them in his first public reference to the conspiracy. They 
were in fact senior, influential, and respected generals and former 
Partisan leaders, all lifelong Communists. 

The nine who were subsequently tried included five high-ranking 
officers, at least three of whom had the rank of general. The leaders 
of the plot were Ivan Todorov-Gorunia, a member of the Central 
Committee and the government; General Anev, the commander of 
the Sofia military garrison; and Tsolo Krastev, a departmental chief 
in the Foreign Ministry. All three were famous for their wartime 
exploits as commanders and political commissars of a Partisan de- 
tachment operating in the Vratsa region, a traditional Communist 
stronghold and the erstwhile center of the abortive Communist in- 
surrection in 1923. The conspirators allegedly timed their coup for 
April 14, 1965, when a meeting of the Politburo was scheduled. 
Select and reliable army units were to occupy the radio building, 
airport, and government and party headquarters in order to force 
the leadership to resign. It was said to be Soviet military intelli- 
gence, rather than the Bulgarian security service, that got wind of 
the discussions and struck on April 7, forestalling the coup. While 
the information is of necessity speculative, it is a fact that Todorov- 
Gorunia committed suicide and at least one general tried to es- 
cape when the plot was uncovered. 

It is easier to see what they rebelled against than what kind of 
domestic policies they stood for. Todorov-Gorunia, General Anev, 
and their friends were certainly not “pro-Chinese.” Impelled by 
the examples of Yugoslavia and Rumania, which had to varying 
degrees successfully emancipated themselves from Soviet tutelage, 
and revolted by the humiliating degree of Bulgarian subservience 
to Moscow, the chief conspirators wanted to establish a more in- 
dependent Communist regime. Not only were most of them out- 
standing soldiers, but at one time or another they had occupied 
more senior positions than Zhivkov and many of his associates. 
While some of them had had close wartime contacts with the Yugo- 
slavs, it would be wrong to label them “pro-Yugoslav.” Regardless of 
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possible inspiration from abroad or even foreign contacts, these 
lifelong Communists were essentially pro-Bulgarian conspirators 
steeped in the historic tradition of viewing the army as a sacred 
national institution. 

There is no way of knowing how many officers and former Parti- 
sans were implicated; before the sound and fury of the conspiracy 
had died away, rumors mentioned 200 to 500 arrests. Both the way 
the case was handled and the subsequent reshuffles in the army and 
security command clearly indicate, however, that a much larger 
group than the ten publicly named conspirators was involved. 

The first news about a “pro-Chinese” abortive plot reached the 
West in a highly unusual—and for a Communist country unparal- 
leled—way. The story was sent on April 14 by N.E., the Bulgarian 
stringer in Sofia, to his agency’s Vienna office. It is, of course, not 
customary for native employees of Western agencies to send out 
such highly explosive news from a Communist country unless it is 
officially inspired, in other words unless it is authorized to prepare 
public opinion before the publication of the official version. 

The confusion that characterized the subsequent official state- 
ments was a clear indication that something had gone wrong. The 
reporter himself clearly acted on orders. The fact that I saw him 
later in Sofia still working as a stringer for the same Western news 
agency confirmed the impression that it was not he who bungled 
the story. Yet the fact remains that the inspired leak was followed 
by a mysterious silence in the Bulgarian capital. This started a spate 
of wild rumors, with a number of other generals and ministers 
mentioned both in the Western press and among the Bulgarian 
public as possible accomplices. It was only eight days later that the 
Bulgarian press agency, while confirming the suicide of Todorov- 
Gorunia and the arrests of General Anev and Tsolo Krastev, issued 
an ostensible denial in its foreign service. Party members were 
then called to closed meetings, but the Bulgarian press maintained 
a complete news blackout. At the end of April, Zhivkov held a 
speech at a factory opening referring to the plot for the first time. 
The reference was, however, expunged from the published account. 

The Bulgarian public was told officially only some four weeks 
after the event, on May 9, when the papers published Zhivkov’s 
speech at the Sofia Military Academy ridiculing “the fantastic tales 
concocted by the enemies of socialism about our army supposedly 
being not loyal to the party . . . endeavoring to set the army against 
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the party and its Central Committee, against the people and the 
government,” and describing the “handful of miserable adventurers” 
as having no support whatever in the army and among the people. 
The many tributes to the army, the “guardian of the socialist 
system,” were coupled with profuse pledges of loyalty to the Soviet 
Union and promises to improve the living and working conditions 
of the officers. 

The speech amounted to an indirect confirmation of dissatisfac- 
tion in the army, now dominated by native officers, either former 
Partisans or younger commanders trained after the war. The most 
striking proof of an atmosphere still pregnant with risks was the 
dispatch of the high-ranking Soviet leader, Mikhail Suslov, by the 
Kremlin at the end of May to Sofia for an on-the-spot investigation. 
Suslov, who had a guiding hand in the 1949 and 1962 purges, did 
his best to bolster Zhivkov’s position in a series of speeches support- 
ing both his person and his policies. He also called the conspirators 
“political adventurers, who have lost every sense of reality.” As a 
visible and somewhat tactless demonstration of Soviet backing, the 
Soviet Ambassador Organov emerged as Zhivkov’s permanent 
traveling companion, escorting him to countless meetings and often 
making speeches himself. \ 

But Soviet and Bulgarian leaders in all official pronouncements, 
including the court verdict, shrank from referring to the central 
fact of the case, the political orientation of the conspirators. In con- 
trast to the Georgiev trial in 1963, the proceedings went on behind 
closed doors, partly to belittle the importance of the “episode” and 
also allegedly because some of the chief defendants refused to make 
a public admission of guilt in a way that would have served a 
politically useful purpose. In any event, they were depicted only as 
“miserable and power-seeking adventurers,” not as “foreign agents” 
or “relics of the bourgeois past.” If one remembers that the con- 
spirators were tried in a country where even telling jokes is severely 
punished, and where two peasants who had wounded a frontier 
guard while trying to escape had been shot in 1963, then the sen- 
tences must be regarded as extremely mild. The two chief con- 
spirators were sentenced to fifteen years each and General Anev to 
twelve, the rest receiving terms ranging from three to ten years. 

This strongly suggests that the conspirators’ grievances struck a 
responsive chord in the army, the traditional barometer of general 
unrest, and that there were divided counsels in the top Soviet and 
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Bulgarian leadership as to ramifications of the plot. Soon after the 
trial, a new Committee for State Security was set up, detached 
from the Ministry of Interior and directly subordinated to the “Buro 
of the Council of Ministers,” that is, to the inner Cabinet headed by 
Zhivkov. 

Subsequently a number of leading generals, including the first 
Deputy Minister of War, another vice-minister, the political chief 
of the army, the deputy chief of staff, and the chief of the Central 
Committee’s military section, were either sent “into exile” as am- 
bassadors, or transferred from the army to less important functions. 
Four senior army commanders were dropped from the Central 
Committee at the last party congress in November 1966. Early in 
1967 the number two man in the army, Colonel Ivan Vrachev, was 
demoted to the post of deputy chairman of the committee for 
tourism. And, it may have been more than coincidence that the 
only full-scale reshuffle in a regional party organization since the 
congress took place in the autumn of 1967 in the district and city 
of Vratsa. Almost all the secretaries of the local committee were 
replaced or demoted, and a Politburo candidate member was in- 
stalled as leader of the regional organization. As mentioned 
earlier, the three chief conspirators all came from this particular 
area.® 

The abortive conspiracy opened a qualitatively different and in 
some respects radically new phase in Bulgarian politics. The 
immediate response was, predictably, a drastic purge coupled with 
financial concessions to the disgruntled officers and the usual prop- 


* Since this chapter was written a report delivered on April 4, 1968, at the 
plenary meeting of the District Party Committee by the new First Secretary and 
Politburo candidate member Ivan Abadzhiev dramatically revealed that the 
district of Vratsa was the power base for the plotters and has remained a strong- 
hold of opposition to the Zhivkov leadership. “During the last two or three 
years a number of close friends of the plotters remained in various responsible 
positions despite their obviously formal declarations. They used the heightened 
international tensions and particularly the events in the Middle East in June 
1967 as an excuse to increase their activities.” He reported that thirty-three 
people were expelled from the party, thirty-nine others were penalized, fifteen 
persons in responsible positions were removed, and “several people deported 
from the district.” In the presence of Zhivkov, the leader of the regional or- 
ganization warned that the purge would continue because “there are traces 
[of the conspiracy] which still have not been eliminated.” Thus three years after 
the conspiracy, the allegedly “insignificant episode” is still a matter of concern 
to the party leadership. (For details see Otechestven Zov, April 18, 1968.) 
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aganda drive. Nevertheless, the important point to grasp about the 
coup is that it genuinely frightened both the Soviet and Bulgarian 
leaders. As a result, the long-term repercussions were very different 
from what one would have imagined during those tense days in the 
spring of 1965. 

Sensing which way the wind was blowing and realizing the ex- 
tent to which their regime had been discredited in the eyes of the 
general public, the Communists, for the first time since their 
seizure of power, made a conscious attempt to bow to the spirit of 
intense patriotism and the specter of public opinion. Cautiously at 
first and then with growing momentum, the party leaders and the 
controlled mass media began to shift the emphasis to foster national 
pride and the “rediscovery” of a distinct historic past. 

Revisiting the country four times since the officers’ conspiracy, 
I have felt time and again the cumulative effects of the rebirth of 
Bulgarian nationalism. Perhaps the most demonstrative “curtain- 
raiser” to the new official policy was the centennial celebration of 
the birth of the great Bulgarian poet, Pencho Slaveikov, in April 
1966. Slaveikov, a man of towering stature, profoundly influenced 
by Western, predominantly German, philosophy and literature, had 
previously been either a bone of contention between more dogmatic 
and less dogmatic critics of the Stalinist period, or had been 
crudely falsified as a product of purely Russian influence. This time 
he was celebrated as a Bulgarian of world renown. 

Staying in Sofia at the time of the celebrations, one was almost 
overwhelmed by the number of memorial articles, decorations, and 
portraits of the poet. The newly elected president of the Writers’ 
Union, Georgi Dzhagarov, himself a gifted poet and playwright and 
barely two years earlier a target of vicious attacks, freely admitted 
to me that Slaveikov had not always been regarded so highly. Im- 
bued with virulent national feelings like most Bulgarian intellec- 
tuals, Dzhagarov reveled in evoking his nation’s great, but in the 
West utterly unknown, past. “Slaveikov was our greatest national 
literary figure, but also the first bridge-builder connecting us with 
the mainstream of Western culture,” he said and then added with 
a touch of resignation, “Now UNESCO, the World Council of Peace, 
and other international bodies are joining us in the celebrations. But 
who really knows his works? Who indeed has any knowledge of 
our past and present literature in the West? We have lost twenty 
years in making ourselves known to the world.” 
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Reverence for the glories of the past and the resurrection of the 
national heritage in literature, theater, history, and science were 
the hallmarks of other celebrations of national holidays, such as 
the ninetieth anniversary of the April 1876 uprising against the 
Turks. The patriotic wave is the new factor in the leadership’s bid 
to broaden its base and project itself as more than just an echo of 
the Soviet Union. Over and beyond this purpose there are, however, 
two other widely conflicting aspects to this stimulation from above 
of “healthy national sentiments.” 

What is called “socialist patriotism” is intended not only to help 
consolidate the party’s hold on the population, but also to act as 
the single most important counterforce against Western “bourgeois” 
influences. For the barriers once isolating Bulgaria from the rest of 
the world have been lifted. The number of foreigners visiting this 
scenically beautiful country with its broad sandy Black Sea beaches 
jumped from 324,000 in 1962 to almost 1.8 million in 1967. When 
the first hotels were erected along the coast in 1954, the country 
eared less than 130,000 dollars. By 1963 the intake was 21 million 
and rose to 53 million by 1966. There were an estimated 1 million 
vacationers in 1967, and, what is most important, well over half of 
them had come from the West. 

The influx of badly needed hard currency has not blurred the 
party’s awareness of the evident political risks involved in easier 
contacts with foreigners—picking up “decadent” habits and in- 
fluences, not to speak of the “many Western spies disguised as 
innocuous tourists.” A curious ideological duel takes place, for ex- 
ample, in the small shopping street in the center of Sofia where the 
American legation is located. Coming from the principal square, 
one sees a small group of people before a large shop window where 
the Bulgarian news agency displays its latest photographs. Horror 
scenes from the Vietnam war are sprinkled with portraits of visit- 
ing foreign statesmen and Bulgarian leaders shaking hands or 
making speeches. Just ten yards farther is the American reading 
room, where a window exhibit shows strictly non-political pictures 
of assembly belts and cars, medical experiments, and technical inno- 
vations. The group of people standing here is much larger than 
that before the news agency, although no ordinary citizen dares as 
yet to enter the reading room itself. Were he to do so, he would 
certainly be interrogated by the police on leaving the building. 

In a country where there are still no foreign non-Communist 
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newspapers, no jazz records from the West on sale, and where 
foreign trips are regarded as a privilege, it is only natural that the 
Bulgarians, particularly the young people, are eager to meet and 
talk to foreigners. Indifferent to politics and scornful of the regime, 
they mix freely with tourists in cafés and restaurants, particularly 
in the port cities and holiday resorts. Nothing could indicate the 
ebb of fear and timidity more poignantly than the scene I witnessed 
in 1967 before the beginning of the tourist season in Varna. A young 
student approached an elderly British couple sitting in a hotel 
restaurant, politely introduced himself, and asked permission to sit 
down at their table. A lively conversation started, and it soon turned 
out that what he wanted was any books or periodicals his new 
acquaintances might have finished reading. A similar scene 
would have been inconceivable two or three years earlier. In con- 
trast to the wave of black-market operators, speculators, and street- 
walkers who appeared in the first wake of the tourist boom, these 
young people present a very different picture. 

Though Bulgaria is the only Communist country which continues 
to jam Voice of America broadcasts, the influence of Western mass 
culture and mass civilization reaches the population not only via 
the tourists but also through foreign radio broadcasts and in a 
myriad of other ways. Aside from shoddiness, the style of clothing, 
hairdos, and general behavior of the young people in the coffee 
shops and dance halls on the main boulevards are almost indistin- 
guishable from those of the youth in the West. 

On and off, the regime has launched campaigns against the “re- 
volting servility toward everything foreign,” and in the early sixties 
young people wearing tight trousers, beards, or long hair ran the 
risk of being arrested, beaten up, or having their heads shaved by 
an overzealous militia acting with the tacit approval of the au- 
thorities. In the more relaxed atmosphere of 1965-67, police 
brutality and raids by volunteer thugs, what the Communists euphe- 
mistically used to call “administrative measures,” have become 
rarer. Yet even in September 1967, the new and, by Bulgarian 
standards, lively popular weekly Pogled reported that a despairing 
mother had come to the paper for help after her son had been ar- 
rested by the militia for wearing a pair of blue jeans. Discussing the 
fanciful clothing, exaggerated hair styles, and general aping of 
foreign fashions, the paper dared to raise the cardinal issue: 
“Aren't those who seek the reasons only in bourgeois influences 
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wrong? Do we not risk becoming ridiculous if we cut the hair and 
shave off the beards, yet ignore the minds which they ornament? 
Are we eradicating the bourgeois influences or rather our own?” 

This indeed is the dilemma. The young undoubtedly idealize 
the West excessively, the main avenue of escape from what is, 
for all the improvement, still a drab everyday life with bleak pro- 
fessional prospects. While the rebellion of a disenchanted youth 
is a worldwide phenomenon, its intensity in Bulgaria, as in most 
other Communist countries, has been heightened by the regime’s 
inability to satisfy even relatively modest consumer demands and by 
a previous overdose of unimaginative indoctrination that presented 
the Communist takeover as the real beginning of the nation’s history. 

Thus the leadership regards the revival of national pride as not 
only a general political asset but also the principal tool in fighting 
alienation among the youth and a “nihilistic” attitude toward Com- 
munist reality. It is considerably easier to issue ringing patriotic 
phrases than to improve quality and service, management and 
efficiency, supply and distribution. As Zhivkov put it in his address 
to the last party congress in November 1966: “We should merci- 
lessly burn with a hot iron all manifestations of admiration for 
what is foreign, of disrespect for our national dignity, of a nihilistic 
attitude toward our country and the past achievements of our mother- 
land and people.” Patriotic education of the youth and the fostering 
of a legitimate pride in their historic past rather than stale Com- 
munist ideology have become the prime weapons in the battle to 
regain the young, who in the words of a high school student hold 
that: “You did nothing but lose our confidence. We can no longer 
stand the vexation of listening to worn-out phrases.”?® 

But there is a potentially dangerous aspect to all the talk about 
national pride, dignity, and past glories. If nationalism is an asset 
in the fight against “admiration of foreign influences,” it also entails 
the risk of turning the people against servility to the most perva- 
sive foreign influence of all, the Russian domination over the 
country. The solution seems to be deceptively simple. Zhivkov and 
his colleagues have declared with the utmost clarity that “our 
patriotism is inseparable from our affection and respect for the 
Soviet Union and its great Communist party”; that “the patriotism 
of the Bulgarian youth is inseparable from friendship and unity 
with the Soviet Union and its glorious youth”; that “we consider 
our army to be a part of the Soviet armed forces.”!° 


244 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


In other words, nationalist sentiments should be ferociously de- 
fiant as regards the pernicious influences of the West, but docile, 
benevolent, and affectionate in the context of relations with the 
Soviet Union. Yet if there is one central fact about Bulgarian history, 
it is surely that, once the national feelings of these proud and per- 
sistent people are aroused, they are hard to calm, let alone channel 
in politically desirable directions. The officers’ plot showed that 
subservience to the Russians carried to excessive lengths could 
prove self-defeating and ultimately suicidal, even for a regime not 
handicapped by anti-Russian traditions. If the leadership were to 
try to submerge the patriotic “new look” in a renewed artificial tide 
of pro-Soviet propaganda, it would discredit itself completely. If, 
however, the revival of the sense of national identity gains real 
momentum and by its very nature eludes total “stage management” 
from above, it may well subject an unequal relationship to growing 
strains and delicate tests. 

In any event, nationalism has once again become a dominant 
unknown in the shifting pattern of Bulgarian politics. The viru- 
lence of deeply entrenched national feelings shimmers through 
many conversations. In the spring of 1967 I visited the museum in 
Tirnovo, the attractive medieval capital of the second Bulgarian 
empire, in the company of the editor of the local party paper. 
Leaving the building, we watched a platoon of young cadets from 
the officers’ school as they marched along the main street in their 
traditional red caps and blue uniforms. My companion turned to me 
proudly, “We are the strongest nation in the Balkans. I mean this in 
a historical sense. No other nation was for five hundred years under 
the Turkish yoke and yet managed to preserve unimpaired its na- 
tional identity, language, and traditions.” Then, as an afterthought, 
he added, “And today we have one of the highest growth rates in 
the world!” 

Nowhere in Bulgaria did I detect overt anti-Soviet feelings. But 
as an able Yugoslav diplomat in Sofia observed, “For the time being, 
these two trends—virulent nationalism and declarations of absolute 
devotion to the Soviet Union—are being pushed forward hand in 
hand. Sooner or later, however, two such conflicting tendencies must 
clash.” Or as a young Bulgarian columnist remarked in the course of 
a long conversation, “Since 1965 the general atmosphere has sub- 
stantially changed. Even with regard to the Soviet Union, the phase 
of uncritical idolatry is over. At Jeast in small circles, if not yet in 
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print, we now speak about certain things—in regard to culture, for 
example, or the shoddy quality of some Soviet products—in a tone 
that would have been unthinkable a couple of years ago, that would 
have brought charges of nationalistic deviation. But I must also say 
that quite a few Soviet newspapermen and writers themselves have 
ridiculed our habit of worshiping everything Russian.” 

All this is part of an unobtrusive but important process in a nation 
that is beginning to regain at least some of its self-confidence. Be- 
tween 1965 and 1967 there have been important and promising 
changes behind a seemingly rigid facade. This is particularly evident 
in Bulgarian foreign policy. To be sure, the improvements in relations 
with the other Balkan states and more intensive contacts with the 
West have in no way deviated from Soviet policies, and were initi- 
ated with Soviet approval. Yet they have contributed to the relaxa- 
tion of tensions and enhanced Bulgaria’s prestige. While some of 
the moves, such as the reconciliation with Greece, date back to the 
first half of 1964, there is ample evidence that it was the combination 
of Khrushchev’'s fall and the abortive coup that spurred Zhivkov 
and his associates into a more energetic foreign policy and a faster 
realization of the domestic reforms so often promised in the past. 

The Bulgarian leaders deeply resent the implications in remarks 
made by foreign visitors that they are a mere dependency of Russia. 
The able and well-educated Foreign Minister, Ivan Bashev, once 
told me with visible irritation, “Of course, we have as before excellent 
relations with the Soviet Union and co-ordinate our policies on great 
international issues. But part of the Western press treats our re- 
lationship as if I had to ask Moscow for permission to travel to 
Turkey or even received my passport there. . . .” A spate of visits by 
Western statesmen to Sofia and Bashev’s frequent trips to the West 
as well as the normalization of relations with neighboring countries 
have certainly helped to accentuate the role and presence of Bul- 
garia in the international arena. 

The most important shifts of emphasis in foreign policy have 
affected Bulgaria’s direct neighbors. The further development of 
relations with Greece was halted by Greece’s domestic upheavals 
and the military coup in 1967, but even the present “frozen” stage 
compares most favorably with the past, when the two countries 
were not even on speaking terms. With Turkey there has been a 
noticeable change, effected through an exchange of visits between 
the Foreign Ministers, followed in the spring of 1968 by Zhivkov's 
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state visit to Turkey. A series of bilateral agreements were signed 
regulating border markings, consular matters, trade, and the re- 
establishment of railroad connections. A new direct railway line is to 
be built, avoiding Greek territory, and the repatriation of the 
Turkish minority, albeit for the time being only some 30,000 of the 
750,000, has been resumed. 

Relations with Rumania and Yugoslavia are more complex. Nei- 
ther Minister Bashev nor other officials make any great effort to 
hide the differences, political and national, that exist with regard to 
both these neighbors. At the same time, they insist that these should 
not in any way hinder bilateral political, economic, and cultural co- 
operation: in plain language, collaboration with each of the two 
countries must not go beyond the point at which major Soviet 
policies—rightly or wrongly identified with those of Bulgaria—would 
be disturbed or embarrassed. Thus Zhivkov met the Rumanian 
leader, Nicolae Ceausescu, officially or informally, nine times be- 
tween 1965 and 1967. In spite of this, the two parties and govern- 
ments remained as far apart as before on such controversial issues 
as the Sino-Soviet conflict, the Communist world conference, rela- 
tions with Western Germany, and intrabloc relations. Nevertheless, 
in the long run Rumania’s demonstratively independent and success- 
ful foreign policy may become an important factor in Bulgaria’s 
trend toward greater freedom of action in a rapidly changing Com- 
munist world. 

Relations with Yugoslavia have oscillated between improvement 
and deterioration. Beginning with Tito’s state visit in September 
1965, his first since 1947, there have been a series of high-level meet- 
ings, including visits by the Macedonian party leader Crvenkovki 
and republican Premier Mincev. Yet the pace of progress has been 
slow, still hindered by recurring tensions over the Macedonian ques- 
tion and suspicions about the repercussions of Yugoslav political and 
economic reforms. Despite repeated and emphatic agreements to 
keep the lid tightly shut on the historic differences over Macedonia, 
there have been frequent polemics in the press and between Bul- 
garian and Yugoslav historians. 

Much of the reason for this lies in two new factors. The first is 
the growing assertiveness of the Macedonian leaders within Yugo- 
slavia, which makes it more difficult for the federal government in 
Belgrade to ignore their grievances for the sake of better relations 
with Bulgaria. The Macedonians never fail to attack the Sofia press 
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if it refers to the great figures of the Macedonian ecclesiastic or 
national movement as Bulgarians. As anniversaries provoke many 
such occasions the attacks are virtually unlimited. The other factor is 
the status of the 200,000 inhabitants of Pirin Macedonia in Bul- 
garia, At the time of the 1947 Tito-Dimitrov agreement, they were 
regarded as Macedonians by both sides. Yugoslav Macedonia sent 
about a hundred teachers as well as books and newspapers to the 
Pirin region, and there was a lively exchange of students. But even 
then most Bulgarian leaders, and indeed all their countrymen, con- 
sidered Macedonian only a dialect of Bulgarian and the Macedonian 
nation an artificial creation. 

After the break with Tito, the population of Pirin Macedonia was 
treated like other Bulgarians, and the first steps toward cultural 
autonomy were quickly reversed. Since then the Bulgarian Jeader- 
ship has steadfastly rejected demands to grant a minority status to 
the people in the area. The Macedonians in Skopje regard this as 
an intolerable suppression of a minority. “Where have the Macedo- 
nians disappeared to?” the Belgrade Borba asked ironically in 1967 
when the latest Bulgarian census of 1965 claimed that there were 
fewer than 9,000 Macedonians living in the whole of Bulgaria. The 
paper pointed out that nine years earlier the census had mentioned 
the existence of 180,000 Macedonians in Bulgaria.?° 

The truth of the matter is that neither Communist party can risk 
a loss of prestige in its own country by abandoning traditional 
national claims. Thus the best one can hope for is, as Foreign Min- 
ister Bashev told me, that “the question will gradually die away 
since it is also a problem of generations.” Unfortunately, the re- 
surgence of national feelings, among both the Macedonians and the 
Bulgarians, keeps the problem uppermost on the agenda. The new 
wave of nationalism in Bulgaria is therefore the second reason for 
the virulence of the polemics. Aside from the important fact that 
schoolchildren in the two countries learn totally different versions of 
the history of Macedonia, the shift of emphasis to the “glorious past” 
in Bulgarian history and general propaganda is bound to embroil 
the two neighbors in ever sharper disputes. Following Zhivkov's 
appeal that historians compile a comprehensive history of the Bul- 
garian nation and the Communist party, the Institute of History at 
the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences has begun to prepare a nine- 
volume history of their country. 

An article published by the authors in the Institute bimonthly 
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makes it clear that the project is loaded with political dynamite. The 
emphasis is put on fighting “reactionary Western bourgeois histori- 
ans, who falsify Bulgarian history” and spread “anti-scientific theories 
about the historical roots of an allegedly separate Macedonian 
nation in our times” and about “the national-liberation movement 
waged by the Bulgarian population in Macedonia and Thrace.”*! 
Needless to say, it is primarily the Macedonian scholars in Skopje 
and their colleagues in Belgrade who are the “falsifiers.” In short, 
this is a “declaration of war” and the beginning of a counteroffensive 
by Bulgarian historians. It is worth mentioning that the first known 
Bulgarian criticism of Soviet historians was sparked off by their ref- 
erences to “Macedonians in Bulgaria” and a “separate Macedonian 
nation.”2? 

It is only through talking to Bulgarian scholars and intellectuals, 
however, that one gains a real insight into the passions that en- 
velop the historical dispute. One can travel unshadowed most of the 
time in Bulgaria, yet when I visited the Pirin region in 1966, the 
officials I saw the next day in Sofia were fully informed as to what 
I had been doing there. Talking to a group of high school students, 
I had made a spot check by asking them whether they were Mace- 
donians or Bulgarians; out of the ten boys, only two described them- 
selves as Macedonians, Somewhat wrought up, the writer, Dzhagarov 
shot at me, “Did you also ask the people in Skopje whether they 
were Bulgarians or Macedonians?” When a year later, after Borba’s 
query about the “missing Macedonians,” I raised the issue again, a 
high Bulgarian official retorted angrily, “First of all it is not Borba’s 
business what nationality the people in Bulgaria declare they are. 
And what about the eight hundred thousand Bulgarians in Mace- 
donia?” 

The situation is made even worse by the Bulgarians’ widespread 
ignorance of political and economic developments in Yugoslavia. 
There are hardly any Yugoslav books and no newspapers, in the 
original or in translation, on sale. Many people are convinced that 
there is chaos and crisis in Yugoslavia and have only the haziest 
notions about life in general there. Yet the influx of Yugoslav tour- 
ists, well over 200,000 a year, usually driving their Fiats and dressed 
as Western tourists rather than as fellow Slavs, provides tangible 
proofs that the “crisis” has apparently raised rather than lowered 
their standard of living. The Bulgarians who are allowed to travel to 
Yugoslavia, about 70,000 to 100,000 yearly, also see for themselves 
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that the gap between what the average person can afford in each 
country has become steadily larger. 

When speaking about Bulgarians traveling to the West, one must 
measure progress in terms of the Bulgaria of two or five years earlier. 
Using this admittedly modest but realistic yardstick, the freedom of 
movement has become considerably greater. Between 1964 and 1965 
the number of Bulgarians going abroad rose from 123,000 to 200,000, 
and that of travelers to the West almost doubled to 21,000, For a 
population of 8,000,000 these figures are, of course, exceedingly small, 
though still greater than the comparative statistics for Rumania. 

Quietly and almost imperceptibly, Bulgaria has also embarked on 
a policy of broader trade and political relaxation with the West. 
The share of the non-Communist world in the total trade turnover 
rose from 13 per cent in 1956 to 17.4 per cent in 1962 and 23.3 per 
cent in 1965. According to preliminary figures, the proportion 
reached almost 28 per cent in 1966, with Western suppliers account- 
ing for 30 per cent of imports. Germany, which accounted for half 
of the Bulgarian trade in the late 1930s, emerged again as the 
country’s most important Western trading partner by far. West Ger- 
man imports are second only to those of the Soviet Union and 
amounted to 10 per cent of the 1966 total. Imports from Italy, 
Austria, France, and Britain also increased considerably. (Annual 
trade statistics are usually published two years later.) At the 
same time, the Bulgarian government, keenly interested in utilizing 
Western technology and science, signed a surprising number of co- 
production agreements, including the setting up of joint sales com- 
panies in Britain, Australia, and France. Western capital and 
know-how will also play a role in expanding and improving the 
quality of the tourist industry. 

Aside from Soviet economic domination, import quotas and tar- 
iff barriers in the West, coupled with the small range of marketable 
Bulgarian products, set limits to the expansion. The payments 
deficit in hard currency trade is estimated to have reached about 
300 million dollars in the 1962-66 period. Though the government 
regards such figures as “top secret,” the fact that the deficit incurred 
against West Germany alone rose from 13 million dollars in 1965 to 
6o million dollars in 1966 indicates the magnitude of the pay- 
ments problem. 

Political relations with the West have also been characterized by a 
remarkable intensification of visits at all levels and the signing of 
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numerous cultural and technical cooperation agreements. In accord 
with Soviet policy, the most striking improvement took place in re- 
lations with France. It was quite deliberate that in October 1966 
Zhivkov’s first official visit as Premier was to France. 

Violent attacks on the American Legation have stopped, and 
there has been a superficial improvement in personal contacts since 
1965, but both political and economic relations between Bulgaria 
and the United States are still at a low ebb and by no stretch of the 
imagination can they be described as even remotely normal. Mutual 
trade yearly totals a mere 3 million dollars, compared, for example, 
to German-Bulgarian exchanges worth 150 million dollars. The only 
important product Bulgaria can hope to sell in an appreciable volume 
on the American market is tobacco, her main cash crop. But since 
it does not qualify for most-favored-nation treatment, it cannot 
fight tariff discrimination and compete with the 100 million dollars 
worth of tobacco the United States imports from Turkey, Greece, 
and Yugoslavia. “As long as we are discriminated against and can- 
not sell our tobacco, we are not prepared to negotiate about cultural 
exchanges or political topics,” Bashev told me. The State Depart- 
ment, in turn, expects a modicum of civilized behavior and at least 
a token of political good will, such as ceasing to jam Voice of Amer- 
ica broadcasts. At the moment neither of the two sides can or will 
break through the vicious circle. 

The situation has, if anything, become worse during the last years. 
While in 1965 Bashev regarded the granting of most-favored- 
nation treatment as the main precondition for a normalization, he 
told me in 1967 that the war in Vietnam is another major stumbling 
block. As to the jamming of the Voice of America, Washington should 
first stop the Bulgarian-language broadcasts of Radio Free Europe. 

The issue is, of course, of marginal importance to Bulgaria, let 
alone the United States. It is the relationship with West Germany 
that serves as the real test of the courage and determination of the 
Bulgarians to promote their national interests even if they are at 
odds with those of other Communist countries and with the Euro- 
pean policy of the Soviet government. The hour of decision struck 
early in 1967 when the West German government offered to re- 
establish diplomatic relations with both Bulgaria and Rumania in 
spite of their recognition of and relations with East Germany. Unlike 
Czechoslovakia or Poland, neither Balkan country had disputed 
issues with West Germany. Yet even after Rumania had gone ahead 
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and Bonn renewed its offer to Sofia, the Bulgarians still hedged, 
referred to their treaty obligations, and—with a visible lack of en- 
thusiasm—signed a friendship treaty with East Germany instead of 
responding to the West German initiative. 

Thus while the Bulgarian leaders would like their country to play 
a more individual and enterprising role, they lack the will, courage, 
and, in all probability, the ability to veer away from the main Soviet 
line, let alone to defy policy decisions made by the Kremlin. This 
is frustrating to some of the outward-looking and more imaginative 
members of the leadership. But after the Yugoslav, Albanian, and 
Rumanian breakaways, Bulgaria, bordering on two shaky Western 
allies—Greece and Turkey—has become more important than ever 
to Moscow as a strategic and political mainstay of Soviet influence 
in the Balkans. 

As Bashev once put it to me, “You may be right in saying that we 
are the Soviet Union’s best friends. But don’t forget that this friend- 
ship costs them a lot of money. They are helping us in many ways 
and to a tremendous degree.” Bulgaria is indeed the only East 
European country that has profited throughout the entire postwar 
period from the Soviet alliance. The Kostov affair notwithstanding, 
during Stalin’s lifetime Bulgaria was never exploited to the same 
degree as the other satellites, and it has received more Russian aid 
since than any other Communist country, Even allowing for the 
fact that the Bulgarians also suffered from a discriminatory pricing 
policy (paying until 1966, for example, twice as much for Soviet 
crude oil as Western buyers), and had to make do with obsolete 
Soviet equipment, they have on balance fared rather well economi- 
cally. The Russians have injected enormous sums, reaching almost 
two billion dollars, into Bulgaria, financing one-quarter of its total 
industrial investment. Virtually the entire ferrous and non-ferrous 
metallurgical industry, 70 per cent of its electrical engineering, and 
half its chemical plants were built up with Soviet assistance. No one 
knows the real amount of the total debt, the repayment of which 
Moscow has several times postponed. 

No East European country is integrated so closely with the Soviet 
economy as Bulgaria. Over half its foreign trade is with the Soviet 
Union, which provides 70 to go per cent of its essential imports and 
purchases 60 per cent of its engineering exports. Bulgaria has be- 
come the world’s third largest producer of electric telphers and 
trucks, the bulk of which, along with other electrical products, tex- 
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tiles, tinned fruit, and vegetables are shipped to the Soviet Union. 
Three projected power plants are to operate with Soviet coal, and 
the Burgas petrochemical plant, which went into operation in 1965 
with an initial capacity of two million tons to be increased later to 
six million tons, is based completely on imported Soviet crude oil. 
From the building of a nuclear power plant to the permission granted 
to a Bulgarian enterprise to utilize a Soviet forest region as a source 
of timber, Russian assistance is of crucial importance in the 
country’s drive for industrialization. 

History has shown that the industrialization and modernization of 
such a small country can be solved satisfactorily only if it belongs to 
a wider economic area. “Bulgaria has been prosperous only when it 
has been part of the larger European community, whether in the 
freer system that existed before the First World War or in the artifi- 
cial unity temporarily provided by German policy in the 1930s.’ 
In theory, the Soviet bloc, more precisely the Comecon organiza- 
tion, could provide a suitable framework for a broad division of labor 
and a more efficient allocation of resources. 

Unfortunately, Bulgaria is not integrated with the more developed 
Communist countries such as East Germany or Czechoslovakia, but 
primarily with the Soviet Union, which is not exactly a pacemaker in 
managerial efficiency and modern technology. Worse still, the mas- 
sive investment decisions are still based on the disastrous priorities 
of the past, duplicating at high cost industrial facilities in steel- 
making and heavy engineering that are already available in the 
Communist area. 

A case in point is the Kremikovtsi iron and steel works, which 
officials proudly call “the pride of our industry,” but malicious Bul- 
garians describe as “the graveyard of our economy.” After visiting 
the project, which was started in 1960 and has some installations 
already working, and talking to the local engineers, the visitor is 
apt to agree with the pessimistic judgment. It was decided to build 
the plant, with a capacity of 1.85 million tons of steel per annum in 
the first phase, about ten miles from Sofia because of nearby iron 
ore reserves amounting to 250 million tons. On closer analysis, how- 
ever, the iron content of the ore turned out to be about 30 per cent, 
thus necessitating substantial imports of better quality ore from 
abroad. About 4o per cent of the coke will also have to be imported. 
This in turn makes the location a disastrous burden. The imported 
ore and coke must be transported by rail from the Black Sea ports 
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of Varna and Burgas 200 miles away. Construction costs alone are 
put at about 4oo million dollars. 

Even some Bulgarian officials, like Professor Davidov, the deputy 
chairman of the new special commission for economic reform, admit 
that “were the decision made today, we would not build Kremi- 
kovtsi.” And it is hard to understand why the Russians, who are 
supplying 80 per cent of the equipment, gave the go-ahead signal 
in the first place. Considering the bitter discord with the Rumanians 
over the erection of a similar stee] plant in Galati, it is even more 
surprising. But Russian willingness to tum a blind eye to the incom- 
petence and follies of the Bulgarians is less astounding than it may 
seem at first glance. 

There is a reverse side to the “special relationship”; the Russians, 
too, have, on occasion, a psychological complex about their tradi- 
tional favorites in the Balkans. This is evident in the scope and 
character of their credits and gifts. After the controversy with Ru- 
mania and in the broader context of the Moscow-Peking rift, the 
latest batch of credits, worth 580 million dollars, was granted in 
1964 clearly to emphasize the fact that loyalty to Moscow is appro- 
priately rewarded and to refute the charge, made openly by China 
and covertly by Rumania, that the Soviet Union makes colonies of 
smaller countries by hindering their “all-round industrialization.” 

Statistically, Communist Bulgaria can boast of impressive strides 
in industrialization. Industry’s share in the national income rose from 
a prewar 15 per cent to 50 per cent of a much larger total in 1966. 
Though agriculture is still important, the number of industrial work- 
ers has jumped seven times to 1.5 million. Even during the 1961-65 
period, in which the rate of growth in other East European countries 
fell significantly, Bulgaria proudly reported that industrial produc- 
tion had risen annually by almost 12 per cent. But the question re- 
mains—risen for what? 

Before the war, heavy industry, except for mining, was practically 
non-existent, because, in view of the limited resources and lack of 
capital, it was considered unprofitable. Mechanical imitation of the 
Soviet model, with no regard for costs and resources, neglected 
traditional industries such as food and tobacco, which used ex- 
clusively domestic raw materials, and created a relatively large high- 
cost machine and engineering base, dependent mainly upon im- 
ported materials. As a result, heavy industry in 1965 accounted for 
38 per cent of the aggregate industrial output and is scheduled to 
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rise to 48 per cent by 1970. Though the country paid an onerous 
price in terms of enormous investments and repressed living stand- 
ards, even the tacitly revised production indices reveal the glaring 
disproportions between the input of labor and capital on the one 
hand and actual results on the other. For example, during the last 
Five Year Plan (1961-65) gross fixed investments doubled, but na- 
tional income rose only by 38 per cent as against the originally pro- 
jected 60 per cent. 

Visits to Bulgarian factories and a review of the unreliable official 
statistics seem to indicate that the return on capital investment in 
Bulgaria has been smaller than in any other Communist-ruled coun- 
try except perhaps Albania. Though after the early 1960s the 
regime began to pay more attention to a better utilization of labor 
and more efficient economic management, the factional struggles 
at the top and the general political uncertainty hampered even the 
first hesitant attempts to give the peasants and workers more in- 
centives. It was a measure of the failure of agricultural collectivi- 
zation that Bulgaria, a traditional exporter of farm products, which 
before World War II, despite increasing exports, satisfied domestic 
needs, in 1964 was forced to purchase 450,000 tons of Canadian 
wheat for the 1964-66 period. At the same time there is no doubt 
that two good harvests in 1966 and 1967 played a crucial role in 
helping the government to keep economic difficulties within man- 
ageable proportions. 

Nevertheless, inflexible planning methods, a cumbersome bureauc- 
racy, inefficient investments and low productivity combined to 
create a situation that could no longer be ignored. Since 1963 a flood 
of articles by leading economists, including Professor Kunin, the 
erstwhile economic overlord (imprisoned with Kostov, subsequently 
rehabilitated, and since 1962 again a member of the Central Com- 
mittee) have urged the government to revamp the obsolete plan- 
ning system and decentralize the economy. Bulgaria, along with the 
Soviet Union and other Communist countries, began to experiment 
with a decentralized new economic system in 1964, when fifty-two 
enterprises were given more independence in production and wage 
policies. By the end of 1967, the system claimed to embrace 70 per 
cent of the economy. In general, it is based on more powers for enter- 
prise managers in production and sales; incentives within the new 
vertically integrated trusts; the use of the profit motive instead of 
quantitative planning indices; bank credits instead of budgetary sub- 


BULGARIA 255 


sidies; and a wage structure more closely tied to production re- 
sults. 

It is also important to remember what is not going to be changed. 
As Zhivkov told me iff July 1965, the Bulgarian leadership remains 
firm on certain basic principles: the preservation of central planning, 
that is, all important proportions of the economy established by the 
political decision-makers; administrative price-fixing of producer 
goods and essential consumer goods; and maintenance of the state 
monopoly on foreign trade. Other Bulgarian officials also made it 
clear that investment and wage guidelines will continue to be de- 
cided at the center. There are, however, great differences in ap- 
proach among the economic experts. Professor Davidov, one of the 
leading architects of the new planning system, is in favor of intro- 
ducing a three-tier price structure with fixed, variable, and “free” 
prices. He estimates that about 25 per cent of the prices, mainly of 
consumer goods, will be regulated by supply and demand. In the 
first phase (1968-69) about 4o per cent of the investment funds 
should be decentralized, that is, transferred to the trusts and enter- 
prises. 

As so often happens in Bulgaria, the official rhetoric has so far 
been much more impressive than the actual measures. A Yugoslav 
reporter aptly remarked that the new system was “not just a neces- 
sity, but rather an emergency.” Despite many decrees and 
exhortations, poor quality and low productivity, high costs and in- 
efficient management have remained the chief defects plaguing an 
overextended economy. Nothing could better illustrate the dimen- 
sions of the problem than the admission made by Zhivkov at an 
economic conference held behind closed doors that the over-all pro- 
ductivity of labor in Bulgaria is only about half the Soviet figurel®® 

After many debates, behind-the-scenes struggles, and wavering, 
the reform theses were finally approved by the party Central Com- 
mittee in the spring of 1966. Eighteen months later a “decree on 
the profitability of economy” revealed that the advances in imple- 
mentation had been very modest indeed. How could material 
incentives play a meaningful role when only 3 to 6 per cent of the 
average wages are really linked to better performance and a mere 
one-tenth of investments are financed through bank credits, which 
have to be repaid in contrast to budgetary subsidies? Many elements 
of the much publicized new system are still obscure and contro- 
versial, But even in the best of circumstances, Bulgaria will only 
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enter the early phase of the very stage Yugoslavia is already aban- 
doning. In other words, it is lagging over ten years behind its more 
enterprising and daring neighbor. 

One major reason for moving so gingerly is a justified fear of 
inflation; the pressure of over-all demand on the available resources 
is undoubtedly very strong. Yet this is the consequence of the 
scale of ambitious national goals, which in turn reflect the past 
disastrous pattern of priorities, rather than a real response to 
the material aspirations of the population. The current plan (1966- 
70) is still based on the priority of heavy over light industries, the 
predominance of production over consumption. The projected an- 
nual industrial growth rate of 12.5 per cent shows a continuing 
obsession with over-all maximization of growth and grandiose in- 
vestment projects. If one adds to all this the vast sums spent on 
defense and aid commitments to the Afro-Asian countries, it is 
evident that a thoroughgoing decentralization of economic decision- 
making and the creation of a workable market mechanism, geared 
to more realistic price signals, are still for the distant future. 

The best one can expect from the present blueprint is that some 
of the most glaring irrationalities and inefficiencies of economic 
management and the planning system will be done away with. As 
a Bulgarian economist put it, with a fair dose of optimism, “There 
will, of course, be shifts of emphasis, even perhaps retreat. But the 
clock cannot be put back.” Many ideas, including some form of 
workers’ management and the election of managers, which were 
regarded as dangerous “heresies” only a few years ago, are now 
publicly discussed. Opponents of the reforms are fighting a rear- 
guard battle, and none of them ventures to defend the discredited 
Stalinist model openly. 

The pace and scope of even a limited economic spring-cleaning 
depends on the outcome of the struggle for gradual replacement 
of the thousands of incompetent managers and officials by able and 
economically trained experts. There is an “overproduction” of 
young graduates, yet a survey on the professional qualifications of 
the administrative and managerial “elite” produced a fairly distress- 
ing balance sheet: about one-quarter of those in charge of central 
government institutions and organizations, half of their deputies, 
and over one-third of the departmental chiefs had only elementary 
schooling. Less than 24 per cent of the top officials had higher ed- 
ucation. The situation is even worse at enterprise levels; about half 
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of all] managers attended only elementary schools.?* Thus, as men- 
tioned earlier, opposition to a revamping of the economy and 
ideological rigidity are more often than not due to fear of losing 
position or status rather than to more complex considerations. What 
the leadership castigates as the “apathy and conservativism” of 
responsible functionaries and managers is an instinctive self- 
defense and often deliberate sabotage on the part of an entrenched 
bureaucracy. 

Economic reform has been the single most important political 
issue to emerge in the mid-sixties. The very fact that there was 
and is a real conflict of opinions in the party and that even the 
radical reformers, thanks to Zhivkov’s direct intervention, can pub- 
licly defend their proposals is widely regarded as a point of some 
political importance. The Ninth Party Congress, in November 1966, 
gave a strong stimulus to the technocrats’ widening influence on 
policy-making. Through a substantial increase in the Central Com- 
mittee membership, from 101 to 137, the Zhivkov group managed to 
pack it with fifty-four new and presumably more progressive mem- 
bers. 

But there is no Bulgarian party congress without some element 
of drama. It was the sudden fall of Mitko Grigorov, the number 
two man in the party secretariat and widely regarded as Zhivkov's 
“crown prince,” that electrified the atmosphere at the 1966 congress 
and surprised public opinion. Without advance warning, Grigorov 
was not re-elected to the ruling Politburo and was subsequently 
“banished” to Prague as Bulgarian representative on the editorial 
board of the international Communist monthly Problems of Peace 
and Socialism. Barely four years earlier the chief accuser of the 
“dogmatic anti-party Chervenkov-Yugov group,” this able and ruth- 
less ideologist had emerged as an ambitious rival of the party leader 
who pushed for separation of the premiership and the party leader- 
ship. Grigorov’s fall was greeted with an audible sigh of relief by 
the intellectuals, who had already suffered too long from his strong- 
arm methods and ideological! orthodoxy. 

Another promising development was the promotion of Professor 
Ivan Popov, the head of the Commission on Technology, to 
Politburo membership without his previously having been a member 
of the much larger Central Committee. Of the eleven members 
elected in 1966, only two were survivors of the 1954 Politburo. The 
personnel changes have underlined the fact that Zhivkov’s position 
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is stronger than it has been at any time during his twelve-year 
tenure. Yet the fact that two veteran functionaries, the ideological 
“pope” of the Stalin era, seventy-eight-year-old Todor Pavlov, and 
Mrs. Tsola Dragoicheva, seventy, were elected to the top policy- 
making body was a demonstrative concession to the old guard, 
whose influence is still considerable. 

When asked about the significance of these tributes to the old 
generation, the editor of a Sofia paper stated frankly, “They have 
only honorary positions. In all key functions you find progressive 
people. And this is the important thing.” Such candor, and in the 
presence of two other prominent intellectuals at that, would have 
been impossible a couple of years earlier. To get a sense of propor- 
tion, however, one should also quote a keen Yugoslav observer who 
caustically remarked, “Progressive leaders? It depends to whom one 
compares them. Sure, compared to such inveterate dogmatists as 
Pavlov, some of the new people may be regarded as perhaps pro- 
gressive.” 

Though sixty-one is the average age of the Politburo members 
since the inclusion of Pavlov and Dragoicheva, the seven candidate 
members (without voting rights) have an average age of only 
fifty. They and the members of the enlarged secretariat are 
relatively young, trained administrators and technocrats committed 
to the moderately reformist line. It would be unwise, however, to 
ignore the fact that many influential functionaries at the upper 
and intermediate levels pay only verbal tribute to the reform course. 

Petty tyrants in quite a few provinces are still unable to grasp, 
often out of sheer ignorance, the crucial importance of the small 
privately owned plots of the collective farm members. Since the 
early 1960s the Bulgarian leaders, like their colleagues in other 
Communist countries, have taken a variety of measures to protect 
and help private plots as the best and fastest way to increase rural 
production. Though these private plots (usually up to half a hectare ) 
account for less than 10 per cent of the arable land, they produce 
20 per cent of the vegetables, 26 per cent of the milk and meat, and 
50 per cent of the eggs—an astounding proof of the property-owning 
instincts of the peasants and the imperative need of recognizing pri- 
vate interests. Though often still pitifully poor, the peasants on the 
whole live better now than at any time since 1948, and during the 
past few years their standard of living has risen faster than that of 
the urban population. Both the rural population and the economy 
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would profit from more liberal and flexible price and purchasing 

policies aimed at specialization in crops that are good potential 

earners of foreign exchange. 

One of the most criminal follies was the destruction of the tradi- 
tional handicrafts and trades, which even before the war gave over 
go,000 people employment and contributed almost as much to the 
national product as industry. It was two decades before the combina- 
tion of tourism and popular dissatisfaction with available services 
compelled the government to rediscover that such “relics of capital- 
ism” as private carpenters, electricians, and plumbers can be more 
useful than dangerous. A decree in the summer of 1965 allowed 
the establishment of private workshops in eight sectors, provided 
they did not employ more than one person and one apprentice each. 
The number of private craftsmen and artisans subsequently rose 
within a year or so from 10,000 to 26,000. But in a country where 
broken installations, faulty fixtures, and shoddy goods account for 
so many everyday problems, the first timid concessions to private 
enterprise mark only the beginning of progress toward a more 
civilized way of life. 

As one moves away from politics, it becomes harder to discern 
just how much, if at all, the standard of living has risen. Sofia, the 
capital, seems a spacious city of trees and gardens. Modern suburbs 

and attractive new buildings are beginning to make the visitor 
forget the small center of monumental Soviet-style palaces. But the 
city population since the war has trebled to 800,000, and it is a woe- 
fully overcrowded capital, plagued by a host of major and minor 
defects in essential municipal services. Despite an impressive con- 
struction rate, housing is one of the main problems. The rural-urban 
migration swelled town population by two million, but construction 
fell short of demand. Thus in the years 1957-62, 157,000 apartments 
were needed, but only 92,000 were completed. Rents at 3 to 5 per 
cent of the average income are extremely low, and higher rents are 
generally regarded as the only solution to supplement the limited 
funds the government can spare from other priorities for housing 
construction. Yet rents are an extremely important part of a modest 
standard of living. 

Basic food is relatively cheap and since 1965 has been plentiful. 
Queues for bread, fresh fruit, and vegetables are still to be seen, 
however, and an average urban inhabitant is estimated to spend 
four hours a week lining up for services and goods.77 This is mainly 
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due to a chronically inefficient distribution and transport network. 
Though wages and salaries of some categories of employed were 
raised in 1966-67, the most noticeable improvement was in the over- 
all supply, greater variety, and considerably better quality of the 
goods offered to the customers. If the traffic policeman at the main 
crossing a few years ago resembled a conductor waving to a non- 
existent orchestra, traffic today no longer consists solely of official 
limousines. Private cars have increased from virtually nil to a few 
thousand, exact figures still being regarded as “state secrets.” In 
the smaller cities this changes the general picture considerably. More 
important still, it holds out some hope to the people that even Bul- 
garia is catching up with the twentieth century. The news that the 
government had signed agreements with Renault and Fiat to manu- 
facture under license 10,000 French and 30,000 Italian cars was 
greeted by many Bulgarians as the dawn of a new age. 

It is the new “upper class” of successful writers, journalists, 
actors, singers, and scientists, coupled with a few doctors and en- 
gineers, who have profited the most conspicuously from the relative 
easing of restrictions. Nevertheless, Bulgaria has remained the most 
egalitarian society in Communist East Europe. By any standard, 
the general living conditions still leave much to be desired. The 
bitter outburst of a building engineer in the port of Varna reflects the 
opinion of many professional people: “No nation is working so 
hard and so strenuously as ours, yet none lives so miserably.” 

In 1967 this highly qualified expert was earning about 120 leva 
(1 dollar=2 leva). At the same time a pair of shoes costs 15 to 
20 leva, a shirt 16 to 18 leva, a pullover 30 to 36 leva, a suit 
80 to 100 leva, a television set between 310 to 450 leva. He has to 
work over four years to be able to buy a Bulgar-Renault, or forty 
months to purchase a small Czech or Russian car. The lack of finan- 
cial rewards for expert knowledge and the brutal leveling influence 
of communism are the main factors behind the technical intelli- 
gentsia’s indifference, often tinged with bitterness. Average wages 
in industry range from 70 to go leva, and the managers earn only 
twice as much as the blue-collar workers. 

“The Bulgarian will hunt the hare in an oxcart—and catch him,” 
says an old proverb. He has none of the easygoing tolerance and 
cynicism of the Rumanians, nor much of the unpredictable volatile 
temperament of the Serbs. Thrifty and hard-working, the average 
Bulgarian is imbued with a spirit of dogged persistence and a sense 
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of social discipline. Despite the demographic revolution and de- 
struction of the old rural society, the traditions of a stubborn natural 
conservativism still linger on and sometimes impede the necessary 
changes. No matter how high the price in terms of liberties, the 
country has made perceptible, in some respects even striking, prog- 
ress. How much it might have improved under a different system 
must remain in the realm of conjecture. It is not industrialization as 
such, but rather its manner, pace, and scale that have resulted in so 
much unnecessary waste and unjustified sacrifices. It would be un- 
fair, however, to overlook the fact that much of the blame for past 
follies belongs to the Soviet masters and protectors. 

The fostering of the powerful emotional appeal of national 
identity could prove to be crucial in long-term developments. The 
crusading zeal of communism has ebbed, and the vacuum is begin- 
ning to be filled by an upsurge of intense national feelings. For the 
first time in postwar Bulgarian history, traditional nationalism, 
clumsily camouflaged as “socialist patriotism,” has become a genuine 
force in political life. It acts as a brake on meaningful cooperation 
with neighboring countries, above all with Yugoslavia. But it may 
also help more than anything else to put Soviet-Bulgarian relations 
on a more equal and more dignified footing. 

To return to our original question: How much is reality and how 
much appearance in the cult of Soviet-Bulgarian “brotherhood”? Is 
Bulgaria faithful ally or subservient satellite? As must be obvious 
by now, there is no clear answer. The degree of genuine friendship 
toward the Russians is in inverse ratio to the degree and character 
of the Soviet influence. The more national dignity and elbow room 
the Bulgarian regime has, the less danger there is of an eruption of 
pent-up anti-Russian resentment. Should the Bulgarian leadership 
continue to indulge in an overdose of humiliating subservience to 
the Soviet Union to the detriment of self-interest, what remains 
of the traditional good will toward Russia will inevitably be squan- 
dered and anti-Soviet sentiments aroused. Even so, Bulgaria would 
remain a client state, but an increasingly restive one, susceptible to 
the contagious disease of national self-assertiveness so rampant in 
Rumania and Yugoslavia. 

Experience has shown that Bulgaria is not just a flotsam, as so 
often thought, driven by the torrent of Balkan history and the cross- 
currents of world communism. It has been and is a factor on its 
own, always exerting a steady influence, at times even a profound 
One, on Balkan politics. 
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RUMANIA 
A Quiet Revolution 


No decision about us without us. 


—A Rumanian proverb 


“I am no Communist. I regard the conditions in my country, partic- 
ularly in respect to personal freedom, as far from satisfactory. For 
us, however, the most important point is that our ship~Rumania— 
is at long last heading in the right direction, and there is a Ruma- 
nian and not an alien captain at the helm. As regards the state of 
the ship and life on deck, it’s a different matter. We Rumanians will 
take care of that ourselves. But do not forget the all-important fact 
that this is now a Rumanian ship!” The speaker was a well-known 
Rumanian violinist, who had not been to the West for over twenty 
years. The conversation, in one of the few superb restaurants that 
have survived war and communism in Bucharest, revolved around 
the “new course,” which has stirred emotional fervor and a new 
dawn of national consciousness in a country about as large as the 
state of Oregon. 

Nowhere in Eastern Europe are the sense of nationhood and the 
spirit of national identity, the glories of an ancient past and a cul- 
tural heritage so deliberately and conspicuously patronized, pro- 
moted, and displayed by a Communist ruling group as in Rumania. 
The fostering of national individuality and distinct traditions, 
which for almost two decades were threatened with extinction under 
the twin onslaught of communism and Russification, began with 
the rediscovery of the heroic achievements of remote ancestors. For 
example, The Dacians, a monumental! epic film set in the reign of 
King Decebalus of Dacia in a.p. 106, was the number one hit of 
the 1967 season in Rumanian movie houses. 

Memories of the Dacians’ resistance against the Roman invaders 
and their Daco-Roman heritage have fired the imagination of present- 
day Rumanians as unfailingly as they did that of their forerunners 
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several centuries ago. The film portrays in a highly emotional and 
romantic manner the life and times of Decebalus, who after stub- 
born resistance was defeated by the Emperor Trajan. He was allowed 
to retain his crown, but a Roman garrison and a civilian adviser 
were stationed in his kingdom to assure Roman control. Four years 
later Decebalus made a desperate attempt to shake off the yoke. 
Alerted by special messengers, Trajan returned with his troops, 
besieged, and finally took the capital. Decebalus escaped in disguise, 
continued to fight the Romans, and was eventually captured. He 
committed suicide to save himself the humiliation of being taken 
prisoner to Rome. 

The Dacians is by no means merely a tribute to the heroic deeds 
of distant history. It, like the praise showered on the great figures of 
the more recent past, is a conscious appeal to national sentiments, 
an attempt to rally the population around an indigenous leadership 
which is standing up to neighboring Russia. Current films, plays, 
poems, novels, articles, and studies that evoke the national past 
abound in unequivocal references to the similarity of past and pres- 
ent dangers, People whose national history was so often interrupted 
instinctively grasp the meaning of ostensibly irrelevant statements 
and allusions. Thus when in the film the Roman envoy is admiring 
Decebalus’ jewels and gold treasures, the king thanks him for his 
kind words but, raising his voice, declares, “We Dacians are hospi- 
table and willing to share everything with our guests. We would 
rather die, however, than lose our independence and freedom.” At 
these words, at every single performance, the audience spontane- 
ously broke into thunderous applause. 

Without a Rumanian “captain at the helm” such a defiantly pa- 
triotic film could not have been made. Yet it was the deep-rooted 
traditions of a flamboyant nationalism and an equally profound 
aversion to Russia—both the products of a series of humiliating in- 
justices—that enabled the initially weakest Communist ruling party 
in Eastern Europe to exploit the changes in the Communist world, 
to challenge Soviet domination, and to set itself up as a champion 
of national interests. 

The course of the entire Soviet-Rumanian dispute confirms the 
extraordinary survival of traits in Rumanian history that are un- 
paralleled in any other country. As the late Professor R. W. Seton- 
Watson put it, “To some, Rumanian history may seem obscure and 
often inglorious, but there is a certain dynamic force in its vicissi- 
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tudes, and Europe cannot show any more striking example of the 
corroding effects of foreign rule, of the failure of a policy of sys- 
tematic assimilation, and of the gradual triumph of national senti- 
ment over unfavorable circumstances.”} 

The emergence of an independent Communist Rumania has 
been a very different process from the rebellions in Yugoslavia 
and Albania against Soviet tutelage, and not merely because, unlike 
these two countries, Rumania has a long common border with the 
Soviet Union. When reports of Rumania’s discord with the Soviet 
Union over economic problems first appeared in the Western press 
in March 1963, most observers, including the present author, were 
astonished, and quite a few remained skeptical as to just how serious 
the political implications of a seemingly straightforward economic 
controversy were. Within a few months, however, Rumania had pro- 
gressed from apparent docility to open defiance. 

Through a series of seemingly small but politically extremely 
important gestures, the Rumanian Communist leadership began 
to feed the strong anti-Russian feelings of a population that since 
1945 had been ordered to look to Russia as liberator, guide, and 
model. Almost overnight, the lavish demonstrations of cultural soli- 
darity with Russia were replaced by a deliberate policy of “Ruma- 
nianization,” a new emphasis on national traditions with anti-Soviet 
overtones, Streets, movie houses, theaters, and cultural centers were 
renamed. The A. Popov movie theater became the Dacia; the Maxim 
Gorky, the Union. A Russian language institute in the capital was 
closed and a large Russian book store demolished; the Rumanian 
edition of the Soviet propaganda monthly New Times was discon- 
tinued; schools dropped compulsory Russian-language studies; 
Rumanian orthography was “re-Latinized,” eradicating the previous 
“Slavification” of the alphabet and of culture in general. 

This sudden and dramatic change delighted the nation, dismayed 
Moscow, and stunned observers. Yet the element of surprise had 
roots in Rumanian history. In the opening decades of the nineteenth 
century, for example, the two Rumanian principalities ruled by the 
Phanariot princes as vassals of the Turkish Porte “turned a Greek 
face to the world.”2 The Greek revolution of 1821 headed by Alexan- 
der Ypsilanti started in the principalities of Moldavia and Wall- 
achia. But “suddenly in the twinkling of an eye Greek is gone and 
has been replaced at every point by Rumanian. The leaders of the 
Greek revolt addressed a hostile people.” Tudor Vladimirescu, a 
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Rumanian officer in the Russian army, declaring that “the hour has 
come to shake off the Phanariot yoke,” launched an uprising and 
occupied Bucharest. When the two rebel leaders, the Greek Ypsilanti 
and the Rumanian Vladimirescu, met in the capital, the Rumanian 
declared, “We have no idea of betraying the Greeks, but their cause 
is not ours. Greece belongs to the Greeks, but Rumania to the Ru- 
manians.”8 

More than a century later a surprised world witnessed a very 
similar metamorphosis. Rumania turned a Russian face to the world 
and “in the twinkling of an eye” Russian was gone and replaced by 
Rumanian. But in both cases the lightning transformations were 
the result of a “gradual triumph of national sentiments.” 

In Rumania the forms of emancipation and the methods used by 
the people in power show startling parallels throughout the long, 
drawn-out struggle for national unity and independence. The chal- 
lenge to Soviet domination has been as profoundly Rumanian in 
character as the centuries-old fight for survival and unification “be- 
tween the Turkish hammer and the Polish anvil” and later in the 
three-sided conflicts of the rival Ottoman, Habsburg, and Russian 
empires. 

Faced with the perennial danger of vassalage and complete en- 
slavement, the Rumanians since time immemorial have learned to 
temporize and to appease more powerful adversaries. To appear to 
yield in order to survive, to gain a breathing spell by diplomatic 
acrobatics aimed at keeping the would-be conquerors divided, have 
always been the hallmarks of Rumanian tradition. The rulers, be 
they Moldavian and Wallachian princes, kings, liberal politicians, 
authoritarian hereditary dictators, or Communist party leaders have 
had in common a penchant for mixing firmness toward the basic 
issues with subtlety in tactics and a dash of shrewd opportunism. 
They have none of the Polish or Hungarian weakness for a romantic 
but hopeless fight to the bitter end. The Rumanians have often 
seemed to be the losers and laggards of Eastern Europe. But when 
the dust settles, they more often than not turn out to be the real 
winners. Their traditional mastery of tactics and legendary flair for 
supple diplomacy and excellent timing have remained important 
constants in Rumanian history. 

Ever since the reappearance of the Rumanians as state-builders 
after the “thousand years of mysterious silence,” Rumania’s prin- 
cipal aims have been the unification of Moldavia and Wallachia, the 
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two principalities under Turkish rule, and the establishment of Great 
Rumania, including the disputed province of Transylvania. 

Nothing could better illustrate the overriding importance of the 
struggle for national unity than a visit to the Museul Unirii (Museum 
of Unification ) in Jassy, a picturesque city built on seven hills. Jassy, 
the capital of Moldavia, less than sixteen miles from the Soviet bor- 
der, is not only the cradle of Rumanian culture and science with the 
country’s oldest university, but also the scene of the first historic 
triumph on the tortuous road to unity and independence. It was 
here that the movement for unity started, which in 1859 brought 
to the throne of Moldavia Jan Alexander Cusa, who united the two 
principalities two years later. 

The attractive house where Prince Cusa reigned until 1862 was 
converted into a museum on the hundredth anniversary of his elec- 
tion as ruler of Moldavia, but its present collection of old maps, 
etchings, and pictures has been on display only since 1964. Look- 
ing at the ancient documents and talking to the guide in the museum 
and intellectuals in the city, the visitor gains an insight into the 
vicissitudes of Moldavian history and better understands why the 
relationship with Russia has dominated the changing fortunes of 
modern Rumania to such an extent. A visit to Jassy and Suceava, 
the principal city of rump Bukovina, which has been ravished so 
often by Russian invasions, exposes the roots of the almost patho- 
logical hate for Russia. 

Touring the regions along the Soviet-Rumanian border in the 
tense summer of 1966, the youthful party leader Nicolae Ceausescu 
time and again evoked the memory of the great figures of the 
Moldavian past: Prince Stephen the Great, who in the fifteenth 
century repeatedly beat the Turks, ruled over vast territories, parts 
of which now belong to Russia, and was praised by Pope Sixtus VI 
as “Athlete of Christi’; his illegitimate son and successor, Petru 
Rares, who performed dangerous tightrope-walking feats between 
the Turks and the Hungarian princes of Transylvania, between the 
Habsburgs and the Polish kings, alternately fighting or supporting 
them. Though in the words of the greatest historian of Rumania, 
“his perfidy was almost unique even in the annals of the sixteenth 
century,” Rares nevertheless fought for Moldavian independence 
and initiated the building of the magnificent monasteries of Voronet, 
Humor, and Moldovita whose unique exterior frescoes are not only 
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artistic marvels but also sophisticated appeals for resistance against 
Turkish encroachment. 

When Ceausescu conjured up the “glorious past” of Moldavia or 
invoked the memory of the great Princes, he constantly projected 
the present as the continuation of the heroic past and presented the 
Communist leaders as the legitimate inheritors of that past and 
fighters for traditional national aspirations. If these aspirations have 
been only partly realized, the territorial expansionism of rapacious 
Russia is to blame. This is why every reference to Moldavian his- 
tory, past and recent, is loaded with political dynamite. When the 
party leaders visited the towns and cultural monuments of 
Moldavia and issued one emotional appeal after another, people 
for the first time since the war worked themselves up to a frenzied 
national enthusiasm. Crowds responded with thunderous applause 
when Ceausescu paid tribute to the “historical fight for the creation 
of the Rumanian nation and its national unity,” appealed for “a con- 
solidation of the freedom and sovereignty of the fatherland,” and 
issued a meaningful warming: “We have had to overcome many 
difficulties in our history. But our nation knew how to unite its 
forces and to brave all the storms.” 

These storms have come predominantly from the direction of 
Russia. Since Peter the Great’s drive to control the mouth of the 
Danube and particularly since the late eighteenth century, the rulers 
of Russia have regarded the Rumanian principalities and later the 
united Rumanian state as a natural sphere of Russian influence. 
Catherine the Great and the Habsburg emperors, Tsar Alexander 
and Napoleon, Tsar Alexander II and Bismarck, Stalin and Hitler 
at one time or other haggled and bargained over the dismember- 
ment of the Rumanian lands and the fate of the easternmost prov- 
ince of Bessarabia. 

The repeated Russian invasions and occupations of Rumania, 
the treatment of the country as a Russian dependency, the wholesale 
plundering and exaction of compulsory labor, the annexation of 
Bessarabia, and the fomenting of internal strife by means of bribes 
and agents, both before and after the birth of independent Ru- 
mania, have combined to instill the profound Rumanian suspicion 
and resentment of Russia, which the experiences of the years under 
communism were to deepen still further. The area lying between the 
rivers Pruth and Dniester and the Black Sea, occupied in the early 
fourteenth century by the Moldavian ruler Bessarab and called 
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Bessarabia, has been a permanent bone of contention between Ru- 
mania and Russia. Conquered by the Turks in the late fifteenth 
century, at the Treaty of Bucharest in 1812 Turkey ceded its 
seventeen thousand square miles to Russia. Bessarabia was always 
strategically important; it provided Russia with direct access to the 
Danube delta and a powerful lever of control over Danube naviga- 
tion. 

Tsar Alexander regarded Bessarabia as a base for further annexa- 
tions. The Crimean War, however, halted the thrust of the Russian 
empire to the south and cleared the way to the unification of the two 
Rumanian principalities. The Treaty of Paris in 1856 restored the 
southern strip of Bessarabia, three districts bordering on the Danube, 
to Rumania. During the fight for the unification of the two princi- 
palities and full independence from the Turks, the Bessarabian 
question was necessarily, but only temporarily, in abeyance. 

Though the domestic reforms carried out by Prince Cusa—the 
emancipation of the peasantry and the establishment of institutions 
of higher education—helped to consolidate the autonomous princi- 
palities, Cusa alienated his supporters by a series of scandals in his 
private life. He was deposed by a coup d’état, and in 1866 the Ru- 
manian crown was offered to Prince Carol of Hohenzollern, a Prus- 
sian officer and cousin of Napoleon III. Under his rule, the movement 
from autonomy to independence gained momentum from the com- 
bined support of France and Prussia. The Russo-Turkish War of 
1877-78 led to the unilateral declaration of independence, which was 
subsequently recognized by the European great powers. 

Nevertheless the Rumanians felt cheated of the fruits of victory. 
Although they had rushed to the aid of the Russians in the Battle 
of Plevna, the Russians “rewarded” them by taking back the three 
districts in Southern Bessarabia ceded to Rumania in 1856 and 
launching a policy of brutal Russification of the entire area. The 
award of Northern Dobruja, one of the most neglected regions in 
the Balkans, to Rumania failed to soothe the general revulsion 
against what most Rumanians regarded as a stab in the back by a 
treacherous ally. 

Thus the birth of modern Rumania was already overshadowed 
by intense mistrust and resentment toward Russia. It was this fear 
of the powerful neighbor that impelled King Carol and his advisers 
to shift the previous pro-French and, to a lesser extent, pro-Russian 
orientation and enter into a secret alliance with Germany and Aus- 
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tria. As early as 1883 a secret treaty was signed with Austro-Hungary 
and Germany providing for protection against a possible attack by 
Russia. The alliance was one of the best-guarded secrets in modern 
European history; until the outbreak of World War I only a handful 
of people knew of its existence. 

The Old Kingdom or so-called “Regat” entered a period of rapid 
economic expansion, stimulated by the influx of foreign capital. 
Despite the pretense of constitutional government and the formal 
establishment of parliamentary institutions, power remained in the 
hands of the landed aristocracy. The Jewish minority, 5 per cent of 
the population, was barred from citizenship, and the merciless 
squeeze of the peasantry led to recurring social upheavals. Despite 
the great peasant revolt of 1907, quelled with the help of over 100,- 
000 troops, the Old Kingdom remained an authoritarian state, deny- 
ing the most elementary political rights to the vast majority of its 
population. 

Foreign policy aimed at the establishment of “Greater Rumania” 
through the acquisition of the coveted territories of Southern 
Dobruja from Bulgaria, Transylvania from Hungary, Bukovina 
(ceded in 1775 by the Turks to the Habsburg empire) from Austria, 
and, of course, Bessarabia from Russia. The Balkan Wars spurred 
the national movement. Rumania first embarked on the road of 
territorial aggrandizement in 1913 at the expense of defeated Bul- 
garia. The territorial gains in Dobruja, like future successes, were 
primarily due to a fortunate combination of external factors. As the 
Bulgarians had already been defeated by the Serbs and Greeks, the 
Rumanian army’s only losses were from cholera.‘ 

The pro-French nationalistic wing of the aristocracy pressed 
vigorously for a shift of allegiance after the outbreak of World War 
I, since it was the Austrian ally that thwarted the “reabsorption” of 
Transylvania. After the death of King Carol, Rumania entered the 
war in August 1916 on the side of the Allies who had promised it 
practically all the coveted territories except Bessarabia, which be- 
longed to Russia. Once again the Rumanians emerged as winners 
because of unbelievable luck combined with tactical dexterity. De- 
spite vigorous resistance by the Rumanian troops at Marasesti in 
Moldavia, the country had been defeated and forced to sign a sep- 
arate peace treaty with the Central Powers in May 1918, but just 
before the armistice six months later Rumania declared war a second 
time and attended the peace conference as one of the Allies. 
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At the same time, the October Revolution in Russia gave Rumania 
an unexpected opportunity to reoccupy Bessarabia where a Military 
Committee had already proclaimed the region’s autonomy in 
October 1917. Faced with complete chaos and the danger of Bol- 
shevization, Rumania moved divisions into the area where a newly 
formed National Council, a more or Jess representative body, in 
April 1918 voted overwhelmingly for the union of Bessarabia with 
Rumania. 

Rumania was a unique example of a country defeated in war that 
appeared as a victor and was aggrandized at the expense of one of 
its allies. Most foreign historians agree that its triple shift of alle- 
giances within the span of four years was tolerated by the Allies only 
because of their fear of Russian communism and its possible spread 
westward. The unification of Transylvania with Rumania was 
solemnly proclaimed at a mass meeting in Alba Iulia on December 1, 
1918, and carried out without opposition since Hungary, torn by rev- 
olutionary upheavals, was attacked from three sides after the 
dissolution of the Dual Monarchy. After the fall of the short-lived 
Communist regime in Budapest in 1919, Rumanian troops occupied 
the Hungarian capital and distinguished themselves by ruthless 
wholesale requisitioning as their method of paying off old scores 
against the former ruling nation in Transylvania. By the Treaty of 
Trianon, Rumania not only managed to gain Transylvania proper, 
where Rumanians accounted for just over half of the population, 
but also incorporated several important cities with an overwhelming 
Hungarian majority along the western fringe of the territory. 

Thus Rumania emerged from World War I with more than double 
its prewar territory and population. While the Old Kingdom had an 
almost completely Rumanian population, Greater Rumania was a 
conglomeration of widely disparate provinces with non-Rumanians 
accounting for one-fourth of the total population. The tensions that 
dominated the entire interwar period arose mainly from vexed 
minority problems and fear of possible encroachments on territorial 
integrity from the open or covert revisionist claims of Russia, Hun- 
gary, and Bulgaria. Like the Serbs in the new Kingdom of Yugo- 
slavia, the rulers of the Old Kingdom continued the previous cen- 
tralized policy in a multinational new structure and were reluctant 
to share political power with anyone except the Transylvanian 
Rumanians. 

Despite the territorial changes and spectacular economic prog- 
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ress during the 1920s, the social system inherited from the Turkish- 
Phanariot past remained virtually intact. The atmosphere of easy- 
going corruption pervaded the poorly paid civil service and life in 
general. A small, privileged ruling group, cosmopolitan, sophisti- 
cated, and cynical, was firmly entrenched in power. For all the dif- 
ferences between then and now, some key features of domestic and 
foreign policy, launched respectively by the Bratianu family whose 
Liberal party governed the country until 1926 and by Nicolae 
Titulescu, Foreign Minister in 1928-29 and again in 1932-36, bear a 
striking resemblance to some important aspects of present-day Ru- 
manian policy. 

If one ignores the Communist vocabulary with which the present 
Rumanian leaders garnish their statements about political sover- 
eignty, economic independence, and all-round industrialization, it 
soon becomes evident that the new course is primarily the contin- 
uation of the so-called integral economic nationalism advocated by 
the Bratianus after World War I. It was not the late Communist 
leader, Gheorghiu-Dej, or his successor Nicolae Ceausescu, but Ionel 
Bratianu, the Liberal Prime Minister in the early 1920s, who first 
launched a three-pronged offensive under the banner of “national 
independence,” “nostrification” (Rumanianization) and “by our own 
means.”® 

Bratianu’s policies of economic self-sufficiency and strong protec- 
tionism were coupled with sweeping nationalization measures 
involving not only the holdings of former enemy states but also 
companies owned by citizens belonging to the ethnic minorities, 
Hungarians and Jews in particular. In one form or another, about 
one-third of the country’s industry (two-thirds in Transylvania) was 
affected by the laws promoting “Rumanianization” and strengthening 
the Bucharest-centered leadership of Rumanian entrepreneurs.® The 
discriminatory practices against minorities, including their ex- 
clusion from public office, bred mutual resentment and intensified 
the mutual antipathy between them and the Rumanian majority. 

On the international scene, Rumania during the interwar period 
was regarded as a bulwark of the West against Soviet Russia and the 
key prop of the French-inspired 1921 Little Entente of Rumania, 
Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia. At the initiative of Foreign Minis- 
ter Titulescu, undoubtedly one of the most outstanding statesmen 
in Rumanian history, the Little Entente was supplemented by a 
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Balkan Pact between Rumania, Yugoslavia, Turkey, and Greece in 
1934. 

othe Soviet Union never recognized the loss of Bessarabia and 
as early as 1919 issued an ultimatum demanding the withdrawal of 
the Rumanian troops within forty-eight hours. The ultimatum ex- 
pired without any further move. Bilateral negotiations held in Vienna 
in 1924 failed to lead even to a resumption of diplomatic relations, 
which were not re-established until 1934. The far-sighted Titulescu, 
who was also President of the League of Nations for two consecutive 
years, quickly recognized the danger of Hitler’s rise to power and 
the need to find some form of modus vivendi with Soviet Russia. 
Before his dismissal in 1936, he and Litvinov, then Soviet Foreign 
Minister, had initialed a pact in which Moscow, de facto if not de 
jure, recognized Rumanian authority over Bessarabia. 

Communist Rumania’s foreign policy today is a continuation of 
Titulescu’s diplomatic acrobatics performed in a complex and dan- 
gerous international situation. There is a legitimate historical 
lineage in a foreign policy that is always devised to ensure Rumania 
against any potential encroachments. The differences in the character 
of a given political system may have changed the framework but 
not the essence of the national interests to which proven skills in the 
arts of compromise and muddling through have always been sub- 
ordinated. A comparison of the statements made by Titulescu and 
those of the present Communist leaders makes the continuity self- 
evident. 

“We shall never renounce for the sake of any of the Great Powers, 
or of all the Great Powers together, the principle of equality of states, 
that is, the sovereign right to decide our own fate and to refuse de- 
cisions concerning us in which we have been involved without our 
consent.” This is how Titulescu formulated the credo of Rumanian 
foreign policy on June 11, 1936. Thirty-one years later, Nicolae 
Ceausescu, Secretary General of the Communist Party, opened a 
major foreign policy debate in the Bucharest parliament with the 
following defiant declaration: “The small and medium-sized states 
refuse to play the role of pawn in the service of the interests of big 
imperialist powers any longer. They rise against any form of domi- 
nation and promote an independent policy. By vigorously defend- 
ing their legitimate rights and interests, the small and medium-sized 
countries can play an outstanding part in international life, can 
considerably influence the course of events.” 
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The Great Depression and its grave political repercussions, which 
inflamed domestic tensions, put an end to Titulescu’s efforts to seek 
a limited reconciliation with Russia and paved the way for the 
establishment of the royal dictatorship and Rumania’s entry into 
World War II on the side of Nazi Germany. German economic 
and political penetration weakened the pro-French sentiment and 
gave a powerful fillip to the extreme right-wing, anti-Semitic groups 
like the Iron Guard and the League of National Christian Defense. 
The monarchy, previously regarded as a stabilizing force, became an 
increasingly important factor in the gradual erosion of the parlia- 
mentary system, primarily thanks to the dangerous antics of King 
Carol II whose celebrated affair with Magda Lupescu helped to 
fill the gossip columns of European newspapers. As Carol had re- 
nounced the right to the throne one year before the death of King 
Ferdinand, his son Michael was proclaimed King and a Council of 
Regents was installed in 1927. Three years later Carol was allowed 
to return, but, despite his promises, he continued his association with 
Lupescu. This provoked the resignation of Prime Minister Iliu Maniu, 
the leader of the National Peasant Party, caused a constitutional 
crisis, and hastened the rise of extremism. 

The Iron Guard, partly financed by the Nazis, directed the dis- 
content of the impoverished peasantry and of many urban white- 
and blue-collar workers into the traditional channels of anti-Semi- 
tism, which, since the Jews were identified with Soviet Russia and 
communism as such, became an ominously powerful force in the late 
thirties. As in neighboring Bulgaria, assassination and murder were 
the extremists’ political weapon. The 1937 election was the last par- 
liamentary election still free enough to defeat the government in 
power. But the defeat of the moderate National Liberal Party 
through an electoral pact between the National Peasant Party and 
the Iron Guard was a dire portent of extremist strength. The Iron 
Guard was not just a lunatic fringe but a dynamic movement sup- 
ported by about one-fifth of the voters. 

An extreme right-wing, rabidly anti-Semitic government took over, 
only to be replaced by a royal dictatorship in February 1938. Do- 
mestic tensions were accentuated by the deterioration of the inter- 
national situation and the increasingly vocal territorial claims of the 
neighboring states, particularly Hungary and Bulgaria, which en- 
joyed the Axis powers’ support. After Munich and the Hitler-Stalin 
pact, Rumania, and indeed the whole of southeast Europe, was 
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Jeft at the mercy of the two totalitarian powers. Room for maneuver 
shrank to nil. 

The dream of “Great Rumania” lasted barely two decades. The 
secret protocols to the Soviet-German pact of August 1939 sealed 
the fate of Rumania; the Nazi leaders gave the Russians a free hand 
to annex what they liked. The vague formulation of the German 
statement in the protocol, disclaiming any interest “in those areas,” 
whetted the Russians’ territorial appetite, and the night of June 26 
the Soviet Government presented a twenty-four-hour ultimatum to 
Rumania, demanding the cession of Bessarabia and also of Northern 
Bukovina, which had never before belonged to Russia. To add insult 
to injury, the map attached to the ultimatum included the town of 
Herta and twelve adjoining villages that were parts of the Old King- 
dom and of the earliest nucleus of the Moldavian state. Despite the 
desperate pleas of the Rumanian government, Hitler, Mussolini, and 
the members of the Balkan Pact refused help.” 

On June 28, 1940, Soviet troops began to occupy the 19,500 square 
miles of annexed territories. The bulk of the “reabsorbed” provinces 
were added to the small Moldavian Autonomous Soviet Republic, 
the rest went to the Soviet Ukraine. In August, the enlarged Soviet- 
Moldavia became a constituent republic of the Soviet Union. Its 
population today is just over 3 million with Rumanians, whom Soviet 
statistics classify as “Moldavians,” making up over 65 per cent of 
the total. In all, there are 2.3 million “Moldavians” in the Soviet 
Union according to the 1959 census. The rankling sense of grievance 
over the denial of even elementary minority rights to their kinsmen 
has remained an important psychological factor in Rumanian 
hostility toward Russia. 

The Russians, however, dealt only the first blow in the dismember- 
ment of Greater Rumania. The annexation of Bessarabia and 
Northern Bukovina was followed by the Vienna Award, by which 
the Axis Powers allotted Northern Transylvania, an area of some 
16,000 square miles, to Hungary. Germany also made a move to 
satisfy the territorial demands of its other client state, Bulgaria, by 
forcing Rumania to cede Southern Dobruja, which had been con- 
quered in the Second Balkan War. Rumania’s claim to this relatively 
small area, often called the “ethnographic museum” because of its 
medley of diverse ethnic groups, was never historically strong. 
Thanks to the compulsory exchange of populations, Southern Dob- 
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ruja, in contrast to the other disputed areas, has ceased to be an 
open issue. 

Within two months Rumania lost more than one-third of its 
territory and five million of its population, including two million 
subjects of non-Rumanian origin. One gets the impression that 
Rumanians, regardless of political creed, have never recovered from 
the shock of 1940. The enduring bitterness was very evident in 
Ceausescu’s celebrated speech in May 1966 when he castigated the 
Comintern whose directives in 1940 criticized the Rumanian Com- 
munists for “their stand in the defense of the national independence 
of the fatherland.” Recalling the “theft of Northern Transylvania” 
(but ignoring the annexation of Bessarabia), the party leader made 
a revealing statement: “At this grim moment in the fate of their 
country, the Rumanian people found themselves alone, without any 
outside support, abandoned by all the powers of Europe.” 

Hitler exploited the age-old rivalries between the Hungarians and 
Rumanians whose mutual antipathy was rivaled only by their com- 
mon hate and fear of Soviet Russia. King Carol was forced to ab- 
dicate in favor of his son Michael, and the former Minister of War, 
General Ion Antonescu, became—after a short but terrible spell of 
fanatical Iron Guard dictatorship—the effective ruler of the country. 
Rump Rumania under Antonescu became a client state of Germany 
no less devoted than Hungary, joining the Tripartite Pact only one 
day after its hated neighbor. The Vienna Award left both sides dis- 
contented. The Hungarians had wanted the whole of Transylvania. 
The Rumanians were outraged that they had to cede anything at 
all. But by a supreme irony of history, after the German invasion of 
Russia, these two mortal enemies fought shoulder to shoulder on 
the same front under the same master against the common enemy. 

Fired by the opportunity of reoccupying Bessarabia, the Ruma- 
nians were clearly more eager to fight on the side of Nazi Germany 
than the Hungarians, and their contributions of troops and material 
were considerably greater. After recapturing Bessarabia and Buko- 
vina in less than four weeks, General Antonescu, ignoring the pleas 
of the young king and many political leaders, refused to halt his 
troops at the Dniester. Some fifteen Rumanian divisions fought the 
retreating Russians, seizing about ten thousand square miles of 
Russian territory, including the port of Odessa. The establishment 
of Transnistria, the area between the rivers Dniester and Bug, as a 
semi-independent territory under Rumanian administration and 
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some terrible atrocities committed by the Rumanian occupiers was 
a further, often forgotten, emotional factor accounting for the vio- 
lence of the mutual resentment between Rumanians and Russians. 

Pinning his hopes on a German victory, Antonescu had become 
heavily committed in the war against Russia partly in order to outbid 
the Hungarians in their support of Germany, in the expectation that 
the Nazis would reward Rumania by annulling the Vienna Award. 
With a German defeat in sight and the Soviet army approaching 
Rumanian territory, the contacts between the Western powers and 
Rumania’s democratic opposition, primarily the old peasant leader, 
Iuliu Maniu, which had never been broken off completely, were 
intensified, and a number of Rumanian envoys were sent to Cairo to 
prepare an armistice. Meanwhile, following a cooperation agree- 
ment between the Social Democrats and the minuscule Communist 
party, a broad coalition including these two groups and the two tra- 
ditional prewar parties, the National Peasants and the National 
Liberals, was formed. Nevertheless the dramatic overthrow of the 
Antonescu dictatorship and Rumania’s last-minute swing to the 
Allies was primarily the work of King Michael and a group of senior 
officers. It was the young monarch who, on August 23, 1944, when 
General Antonescu came to the palace for an audience, seized the 
chance and had him arrested there and then. He then broadcast an 
appeal to the nation and the world, declaring that Rumania had 
broken with Germany and joined the Allies. The Communist-inspired 
National Democratic Front played only a minor part in this patriotic 
undertaking which, as Pravda stressed at the time, led to a “collapse 
of the entire German defense system in the Balkans.” The coup en- 
abled the Red Army to reach the Bulgarian, Yugoslav, and Hun- 
garian borders within a week. 

Interpretations of the August coup varied significantly in later 
years. Its character and importance became a crucial issue in the 
power struggles within the Communist party between the “home” 
Communists and the Muscovites. It also served as a curtain raiser 
to the Soviet-Rumanian dispute when, in December 1962, a Ru- 
Manian party periodical publicly rebuked the Soviet historian 
Ushakov for ignoring the August 23 uprising in his book, The For- 
eign Policy of Hitlerite Germany, and giving all the credit 
for Rumania’s liberation to the Red Army. The book was a Stalinist 
version of what happened in Rumania. The new version, almost 
equally incorrect but politically extremely important, is that the 
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armed uprising was carried out by the “Communist-led domocratic 
and anti-Hitlerite forces”; even King Michael and the army com- 
mand are credited with cooperating with the “Communist-inspired 
and -led patriotic action.”® 

The coup certainly hastened the victory of the Allies and 
saved Rumania from even more damage than it had already suffered 
during the fighting and air raids. The last-minute break with Ger- 
many, paralleling to some extent Rumania’s shift of allegiance in 
World War I, was also a key factor in regaining the Transylvanian 
territories. Just as Hungary in 1940 gained because it lay nearest to 
Germany on Hitler’s march east, so in 1944 Rumania profited be- 
cause it lay nearest to Russia on the Red Army’s march west.® From 
the very beginning, the Soviet government held out the bait of re- 
turning all or the “major part” of Transylvania to the vacillating 
Rumanians. The promise was confirmed in the armistice terms, and 
the peace treaty of February 1947 restored the Hungarian-Rumanian 
borders as they stood before the Vienna Award. 

But the Rumanians had to accept the final loss of Bessarabia and 
Northern Bukovina, which were duly reabsorbed by Soviet Russia. 
After numerous frontier changes and population shifts between 
1940 and 1944, Rumania emerged from the war with a “net” loss of 
almost one-fifth of her interwar territory and 15 per cent of her pop- 
ulation. Wartime civilian and military losses totaled over 550,000, 
and official figures put the total war damages, including reparations 
to the Soviet Union, at a figure exceeding three and a half times the 
country’s national income in 1938.1° 

Worse still, the August coup was not able to protect future inde- 
pendence since, as so often in the past, Rumania was once again a 
pawn on the chessboard of spheres of influence. Military and polit- 
ical realities made Soviet domination and a Communist takeover 
inevitable. This was implicitly recognized in May 1944 when An- 
thony Eden, then British Foreign Secretary, suggested to the Rus- 
sians that they should “temporarily regard Rumanian affairs as their 
concern while leaving Greece to us,” or, as Churchill put it in a cable 
to Roosevelt, the Russians should “take the lead in Rumania.” In 
October 1944 Churchill agreed with Stalin “in no more time than 
it takes to set [the figures] down” to settle the fate of the Balkan 
countries in terms of neat percentages. “How would it do for you to 
have go per cent predominance in Rumania?” Churchill asked Stalin, 
and it was in “such an offhand manner” that the two men “disposed 
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of these issues so fateful to millions of people.”!! The go per cent 
preponderance authorized the Russians to treat Rumania as a pro- 
tectorate to be occupied and ruled. And the general record of Soviet 
domination exceeded the population’s worst expectations. 


“The Russians skinned us four times” 


The young guide switched on the lights behind the glass-covered 
map of Rumania. One after the other, red, blue, and green arrows 
shone brightly. The red marked the positions of the Red Army; the 
blue, the actions of Rumanian army units; the green, the concentra- 
tion of German forces trapped in a hopeless situation after the August 
23 coup. The explanations were expounded in faultless Russian by 
the girl who was showing a group of young Soviet tourists around 
the new museum in Bucharest devoted to the history of the Ru- 
manian workers’ movement and the Communist party. She was 
telling her listeners, whose attention was visibly wandering in the 
scorching heat of mid-summer 1966, how the armed uprising led 
' by the Communist party shattered the German defense system and 

took tens of thousands of German soldiers prisoner long before the 
Red Army appeared in the Rumanian capital. In other words, 
Rumania was liberated primarily by the Rumanians themselves, 
who then fought with “the glorious Soviet Army” against Nazi 
Germany, adding over 170,000 dead or wounded to their losses be- 
fore the end of the war. 

A few minutes later the Russian tourists were led into the next 
room where the banners of the Rumanian divisions that switched 
to the Allied side, photo montages about the fighting, and pictures 
of the army commanders regarded as “arch-reactionary militarists” 
only a few years ago are displayed to the public. Here, as in each 
of the fourteen tastefully arranged halls, Russian visitors find only 
the sparsest references to the “fatherland of the proletariat” which 
so profoundly and for so long molded the political, cultural, and 
economic pattern of postwar Rumania. There are only two placards 
about the Russian Revolution, but an entire hall depicting the ex- 
ploits of the Rumanian army in World War I; one group photo with 
Stalin (and, for the sake of balance, also one of Mao Tse-tung), 
but a long line of paintings and photos of the great national figures 
from Stephen the Great to Titulescu. 
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This red-brick building, used as a mint before the war, is situated 
on a broad avenue between the city center and a copy of the Arc de 
Triomphe. Three thousand people a day are said to visit the per- 
manent exhibition, which is perhaps the most ambitious attempt 
ever undertaken by a ruling Communist party to “master the past” 
—naturally in a Communist fashion—and project itself as torchbearer 
of the finest national and progressive traditions. 

Particularly remarkable to a visitor is the fact that the Communist 
regime with the weakest indigenous roots, bom as a creation of 
Soviet postwar occupation, should have the audacity to downgrade 
Russian and Soviet influence and champion resurgent nationalism. 
While the sense of identity as a nation always exposed to external 
dangers has been the principal factor in Rumanian history, it cannot 
explain why and how the Communist ruling group, so long feared 
and disliked by the population, managed to capture the sentiment 
of the country and win genuine popular support in its dispute with 
its erstwhile protector and master. 

The point of the matter is that for four decades after it was 
founded on May 8, 1921, the Rumanian Communist Party was con- 
sidered not only un-Rumanian but anti-Rumanian.!? It was dis- 
credited as un-Rumanian because its founders and principal leaders 
were either Jews or Ukrainians, Bulgarians or Hungarians, in a 
country in which anti-Semitism and xenophobia had extremely deep 
and strong roots. Otto Katz (or Cass), a Russian Jew who moved to 
Rumania at the age of twenty and became, under the name of 
Constantine Dobrogeanu-Gherea, the leading thinker of the left- 
wing Socialists with his son Alexander, established a splinter group 
of Social Democrats as a Communist party. The other principal figure 
was the Bulgarian-born Christian Rakovsky, who before World War 
I dominated both the Bulgarian and Rumanian Social Democratic 
parties and after the October Revolution entered Soviet service and 
occupied key positions, including the premiership of the Soviet 
Ukraine. Both Alexander Dobrogeanu-Gherea and Rakovsky died 
during Stalin’s Great Purge in the mid-thirties. 

Especially after the party was outlawed in 1924, its real leaders 
were the members of the Foreign Buros who lived in Moscow and 
were subordinate to the Comintern. As Ceausescu bluntly stated 
in his speech marking the party's forty-fifth anniversary, the Comin- 
tern in the interwar period imposed its own policies and leaders on 
the Rumanian Communist Party in complete disregard of “the 
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economic, social, political, and national conditions in Rumania.” He 
also spelled out the disastrous consequences of the Comintern’s 
practice “of appointing leadership cadres, including secretaries 
general, from among people abroad who did not know the Ru- 
manian people’s life.” The Secretary General from 1924 until 1928 
was a Hungarian, and the two subsequent leaders “elected” at the 
fourth and fifth Congresses were not even members of the Ruma- 
nian party but belonged respectively to the Ukrainian branch of 
the Soviet party and the Polish party. 

The new party museum exhibits commemorating the dates of 
the prewar party congresses list the former leaders, including those 
who were purged, and indicate in brackets when a Secretary 
General was a member of a foreign Communist party. The pre- 
dominance of Jews and foreigners among the principal leaders was, 
of course, not due to anti-Rumanian prejudices in the Comintern, 
but merely reflected the fact that communism had a limited appeal 
in Rumania, and that only to the minority groups whose pro-Russian 
sympathies were the product of the brutal racist and minority 
policies of the interwar Rumanian regimes. 

The Communist party was also considered anti-Rumanian, how- 
ever, because of its allegiance to Russia and its support of such 
policies as the incorporation of Bessarabia into the Soviet Union. 
After the Third Party Congress in 1924 the party upheld for over 
fifteen years the right of self-determination including secession. As 
late as December 1939, Boris Stefanov, a Bulgarian, who was im- 
posed on the Rumanian Communists as Secretary General in 1931, 
published an article in the official paper of the Comintern urging 
Rumania to return to “an out-and-out policy of self-determination,” 
especially in regard to Bessarabia.!® In his sweeping indictment of 
the Comintern’s interference in the Rumanian party affairs, Ceau- 
sescu stated the bitter historical truth that the orders from Moscow 
instructed the party “to fight for the breaking away from Rumania 
of certain territories inhabited by an overwhelming majority of 
Rumanians . . . and in fact promoted the dismemberment of the 
national state and the breakup of the Rumanian people.” 

This made it inevitable that communism, despite the great social 
discontent in the country, remained an insignificant clandestine 
movement on the fringe of political life. In the elections of 1929 and 
1931, the Communists under the name of the Workers’ and Peas- 
ants’ Bloc, managed to gain only 2 per cent of the total votes. 
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The single, most important action undertaken by the Communists 
was the railroad strike of 1933 in the workshops of Grivita, a work- 
ing class suburb of Bucharest. It was then that a young railwayman, 
Gheorghe Gheorghiu, acting as secretary of the national action com- 
mittee of the railroad workers, won his first laurels in the Communist 
movement. Though he was arrested just before the strike started, 
Gheorghiu who called himself Gheorghiu-Dej (after the small 
Transylvanian town of Dej) went down in party history as the hero 
of the occasion. Actually, the storming of the workshops and the 
strike itself were led by Constantin Doncea, Chivu Stoica, and other 
Communist comrades. The strike was crushed, and the imprison- 
ment of scores of leading Communist activists virtually destroyed 
the party. 

While the Rumanian colony in Moscow was rent by factional 
struggles between “leftists” and “rightists,” the practically leaderless 
party in Rumania rapidly disintegrated. In 1944 it had only about 
one thousand members. When the Soviet army was approaching 
Rumania, Gheorghiu-Dej was still serving his twelve-year prison 
term with his future closest associates, Stoica, Gheorghe Apostol, 
and Nicolae Ceausescu, the youth leader, also behind bars. Thus an 
important group of future leaders of the party had slight, if any, 
contact with Moscow and could be regarded as home-grown Com- 
munists in the full sense of the word. 

The real leaders of the party were, however, the “Muscovites” 
who returned to the country in September 1944 in the baggage 
train of the Red Army. The hard core of Soviet-trained Communists 
was led by Ana Pauker, the daughter of a Jewish rabbi whose upper 
middle class husband, Marcel Pauker, had been one of the founders 
of the movement and a high Comintern functionary who was 
killed during the Great Purge. “Red Ana” returned to Rumania in 
1934 and was arrested. Five years later she was extradited to 
Moscow under an exchange agreement between the Rumanian 
and Soviet governments. There she became the head of the Foreign 
Buro. Her principal collaborators were Vasile Luca, a Hungarian 
from Transylvania, and Teohari Georgescu who ran the secret 
police between 1944 and 1952. The Moscow group also included 
Emil Bodnaras, a former Rumanian army officer (partly of Ukrainian 
origin), and the Bulgarian-born Petre Borila. With a Russian vic- 
tory in sight, Bodnaras was sent to Rumania to establish contact with 
the Gheorghiu-Dej group in the internment camp at Targu Jiu. At 
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about this time the home Communists fired what turned out to be 
the opening shot in the long battle against the Soviet-trained lead- 
ers. Acting on their own, Dej and his friends ousted the then leader 
of the party, Stefan Foris, claiming he was a traitor.* The leading 
group outside and in the internment camp then acknowledged 
Gheorghiu-Dej as the new leader. Meanwhile a three-member pro- 
visional secretariat including Bodnaras was set up to direct clandes- 
tine activities and establish close contacts first with the Social Demo- 
crats and then with other democratic parties. 

Whatever role the Communists played in the preparation of the 
August coup, it is a historical fact that they carried out their ac- 
tivities without Moscow’s knowledge or approval. It was a young 
lawyer of middle class family, a lifelong Communist, Lucretiu 
Patrascanu, who had been received by King Michael in secret 
audience in August, who acted as chief contact-man with other 
political groups, and who joined the first coalition government after 
the successful coup as Communist representative. Another Com- 
munist lawyer, Ion Gheorghe Maurer, also distinguished himself in 
those tense days by personal boldness. Dressed as an army officer, 
Maurer appeared in mid-August at the Targu Jiu camp and brought 
Gheorghiu-Dej out. This act of daring helped to forge a close 
personal friendship between the two men that subsequently proved 
of some significance during Rumania’s emancipation from Soviet 
tutelage. 

The preeminence of the native Communists lasted only until the 
arrival of the Pauker group from Moscow and the establishment of 
Soviet administration. Within six months the coalition had cracked 
up under relentless Soviet pressure, three governments had been 
overthrown; two weeks after the Yalta Conference Stalin gave the 
signal for the final showdown with the King and the pro-Western 
parties, Stalin's Rumanian stooges organized demonstrations and 
concerted press attacks against General Radescu’s Cabinet, while 
the Communist ministers and their associates sabotaged the ad- 
ministration. The decisive act was staged by Stalin’s personal 
emissary, the ill-famed prosecutor in the Moscow Trials in the 
thirties, Deputy Foreign Minister Andrei Vyshinsky. 

At the end of February 1945 Vyshinsky arrived in Bucharest, saw 

* As revealed on April 26, 1968, by a party panel into the purges, Foris was 


summarily killed in 1946, as it is claimed now, on the instructions of Gheorghiu- 
Dej and Ana Pauker. 
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the King and demanded that he dismiss the Radescu government 
as “it was unable to maintain order.” With about one million Soviet 
troops in the country, Vyshinsky made it brutally clear that Moscow 
was determined to cash Churchill’s check for “go per cent Russian 
preponderance” without further delay. He gave King Michael a 
two-hour-and-five-minute ultimatum to appoint Petru Groza, the 
leader of the Plowmen’s Front, the Communist puppet party, Pre- 
mier, brusquely rejecting the King’s alternative suggestions. When 
the monarch declined to accept the list of ministers, Vyshinsky 
warned him that this was an unfriendly act to the Soviet Union and 
unless he accepted the entire cabinet by noon the next day “Ruma- 
nia might cease to exist as a sovereign state.”!4 To add emphasis, 
Vyshinsky pounded the table and slammed the door so hard on 
leaving the room that the plaster of the wall cracked. 

The pro-Soviet National Democratic Front government headed 
by Groza took over on March 6, 1945. To sweeten the bitter pill of 
the Soviet ultimatum and enable the Groza government to make a 
“good start,” Moscow announced that Transylvania would be re- 
turned to the administration of the Rumanian government. 

Immediately after the formation of the Groza Cabinet a sweeping 
purge of the police, army, and local administration was started. 
Through the same mixture of threats, terror, and splitting tactics 
applied in the other satellites, organized political opposition and 
the parliamentary system were destroyed step by step. The con- 
solidation of power and the transformation of covert Communist 
rule into an overt single-party dictatorship was hastened after the 
conclusion of the peace treaty in February 1947. 

The main features of this process—the arrests and trials of the 
leading opposition figures, the subversion of the Social Democratic 
party and its enforced merger with the Communists, rigged elec- 
tions, and the widescale liquidation of active opponents—were 
depressingly similar throughout the entire Soviet orbit. As the 
monarchy gradually became the only symbol of national opposition 
to communism, the formal Communist takeover culminated in the 
forced abdication of King Michael and the establishment of the 
People’s Republic on December 30, 1947. Despite the hopeless 
rearguard battles of the anti-Communist parties and pathetic West- 
em protests, Rumania’s fate had already been sealed on March 6, 
1945, when Moscow’s agents seized the “commanding heights” of 
power. By the time the monarchy fell, the country had entered the 


RUMANIA 285, 


dark phase of its history, which was at least as Russian as it was 
Communist.?® 

Of course, every country in the Soviet sphere of influence was 
subjected to the twin assault of communism and Russification. 
What distinguished Rumania from the other satellites was the scope, 
degree, and duration of Soviet economic exploitation. The various 
confidential circulars the Rumanian leadership addressed to the 
party meetings during the conflict with Moscow amply document 
that no other East European country was plundered so ruthlessly 
and so long by the Russians. “The Russians skinned us four times,” 
the Rumanian leaders complained already in 1947 to a Hungarian 
statesman visiting Bucharest.!® 

After four skinnings not much was left for the Rumanians. What 
a French observer wrote about the Russian troops’ wholesale req- 
uisitioning in the early nineteenth century, “everyone took what 
he found where he found it,” could have been said with equal 
justification in the immediate postwar period. Hit by droughts, 
famine, war losses and a runaway inflation, Rumania had almost 
at once to start paying reparations to the Soviet Union. These were 
fixed at 300 million dollars calculated at 1938 prices, which meant 
about 50 per cent more in current prices. Plants and equipment 
were dismantled, merchant marine and rolling stock appropriated, 
stores of industrial and semi-manufactured goods removed and 
shipped off to Russia. Some estimates put the total loot in the first 
few months at 2 billion dollars.17 

The open plunder was, however, only the prelude to a complete 
takeover of the Rumanian economy through the notorious device 
of joint stock companies. The companies, which were set up in 
several satellite states, were split in equal shares between Moscow 
and the respective governments with German assets the Russians 
had seized providing the Soviet capital. Nowhere except in East 
Germany was the industrial subordination and economic exploita- 
tion so blatant and so total as in Rumania. The sixteen joint com- 
panies, called Sovroms, controlled such economic sectors as crude 
oil, shipping, timber, chemicals, and uranium. After the death of 
Stalin, the mixed companies everywhere were dissolved and the 
Soviet assets returned to the countries in question—needless to say 
on highly unfavorable financial terms, thus further augmenting 
Soviet gains. Once again Rumania was singled out for particularly 
insidious currency manipulations. The sudden devaluation of the 
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Rumanian lei in February 1954 doubled the ruble price for the 
sale of Soviet rights in the Sovroms seven months later.!8 Two key 
companies—uranium and oil—were actually returned to Rumania 
only after the Hungarian revolution in 1956. - 

In addition to the heavy requisitioning, reparation payments, and 
exploitation through the Sovroms, Rumania also suffered from price 
discrimination in trade with the Soviet Union and was forced to 
contribute to the maintenance of Soviet occupation troops. Even 
after Moscow had begun to reverse its policies toward most of the 
other satellites, Rumania’s status did not change. Though Moscow 
canceled Rumanian debts together with those of the other satellites 
after Stalin’s death, Rumania like Czechoslovakia continued to rep- 
resent a net asset to the Soviet Union. Despite the fact that its 
economic potential had suffered one of the most severe losses in 
the entire area, Rumania benefited the least from the aftermath of 
the Polish and Hungarian upheavals and from the changed em- 
phasis in Soviet economic policies. 

Rumania was the leader among satellite contributors to Soviet 
economic strength, but it received next to nothing when Moscow 
began to bolster up the crumbling satellite economies. Between 
1956 and 1960, for example, the East European countries as a whole 
received Soviet commodity loans and investment credits of more 
than 2 billion dollars. Rumania’s share of the total was a mere 
95 million dollars. During the same period Soviet loans and credits 
accounted for 10 per cent of the gross state investments in Bul- 
Zaria, almost 6 per cent in Hungary, and a fraction of 1 per cent 
in Rumania. Other statistical comparisons reveal that between 
1945 and 1962 Soviet aid to Rumania totaled 10 dollars per capita 
of the population, as against 78 dollars for East Germany, 73 
dollars for Bulgaria, and 38 dollars each for Hungary and Poland.’® 
At the same time Rumania was one of the prime suppliers of oil 
products, timber, uranium, and foodstuffs to the Soviet economy. 

Economically, the gap between Rumania and the more developed 
Communist countries widened steadily, and despite its rich re- 
sources of raw materials Rumania lagged behind the other East 
European countries in industrialization. By the late fifties with 
per head industrial output in Rumania three and a half times 
smaller than in East Germany and less than half of the Soviet figure, 
it became painfully evident that, barring concerted action on a 
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broad front, Rumania would remain a permanent food and raw 
material base for the more developed Communist countries. 

Politically, the Soviet economic grip swelled the anti-Russian 
nationalism of the angry but powerless population. More impor- 
tant still, the frustrations of being discriminated against in com- 
parison to the other satellites went very deep among the leading 
home Communists and younger functionaries who had come to the 
fore in the fifties. 

Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, a “home” Communist, was elected 
Secretary General of the party at the national conference in October 
1945. He was, however, largely a figurehead. Ana Pauker and a 
handful of other Muscovites controlled the party apparatus, the 
secret police, the Foreign Ministry, and the key economic sectors. 
During and after the seizure of power, Gheorghiu-Dej and his as- 
sociates had to devote their main attention to physical survival in 
the midst of the purges against native Communist leaders that en- 
gulfed Eastern Europe in the wake of the Tito-Stalin break. They 
gained a crucial breathing-spell in February 1948 when one of the 
architects of the August coup, Lucretiu Patrascanu, was made the 
chief victim in the campaign against “bourgeois ideology” and 
“nationalist-chauvinistic” deviations. Nevertheless, Gheorghiu-Dej 
and his friends were also exposed to mortal dangers and had to live 
down what the Pauker clique regarded as their “political mistake” 
—the party’s involvement in the August coup. According to the 
later official account, which is probably substantially correct, the 
Muscovites maintained that it would have been better “to leave the 
overthrow of the military fascist dictatorship to the Soviet Army 
because thus the working class would have been able to seize 
power immediately, avoiding the phase of collaboration with the 
bourgeois parties.”2° 

In addition to being led by “foreign elements,” who “usurped” 
the dominant positions, and acting as a tool of Soviet domination, 
the Rumanian Communists also discredited themselves by their re- 
cruiting drives among the former members of the fascist Iron Guard 
and by the admission of thousands of floating careerists and op- 
portunists. Party ranks swelled from 1,000 old-timers to over 
200,000 members by the end of 1945 and no less than 714,000 by 
the end of 1947. After the merger with the Social Democrats, mem- 
bership passed the 1,000,000 mark. As with many other excesses 
committed during the heyday of Stalinism, the leadership later 
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shifted all responsibility for the welcomed entry of so many Iron 
Guardists into the party onto the shoulders of the “Pauker group.” 
After 1948, over 300,000 “alien, careerist elements, including Iron 
Guardists and hostile persons” were weeded out of the ranks.?! 

The May 1952 purge of the Muscovite leaders—Ana Pauker, 
Vasile Luca, and Teohari Georgescu who were secretaries of the 
Central Committee and in charge of, respectively, foreign policy, 
planning, and the secret police—marked the first crucial tum- 
ing point in postwar Rumanian communism. It was then that 
Gheorghiu-Dej and his closest collaborators assumed real control 
of the party and state apparatus. The removal of the Pauker trio 
was also a landmark in the Rumanianization of the top leadership. 

The information now available indicates that the elimination of 
the Pauker group was one of the strategic moments of crisis and 
decision in postwar Rumanian history, but a word of caution should 
be added about the use of broad generalizations. The significance 
of the 1952 events is still being debated, and the observer is faced 
with a choice between two theories. One regards the purge of the 
three top Soviet-trained leaders as a chapter in the internal power 
struggle without any political, let alone nationalist overtones. The 
other tends to accept the official version (presented ten years after 
the purge) and sees the purge as the origin of the Rumanian de- 
fiance of the Soviet Union. 

A Western observer has very few hard facts to go on in accepting 
either theory. The main danger, however, is to expect to find tidy 
and simple answers to complex situations. Both tendencies were 
present in some degree, but the main trend at any one time de- 
pends upon the particular context in which it is viewed. In other 
words, the assessment of the change at the apex of the party has 
been different at different times. In the context of 1952, the eclipse 
of Pauker and her associates did not mean a change in policy, let 
alone in the power relationship between the Soviet center and the 
Rumanian party. Nothing would be more naive and misleading 
than to imagine that the outcome of a power struggle in 1952, al- 
most a year before Stalin died, could have been decided without 
the knowledge or against the will of the Kremlin. 

The policy decision as to just which leaders should be thrown to 
the wolves as scapegoats for the policy failures, the deterioration of 
the economic situation, and the discontent following the currency 
reform, which had aggravated the plight of the urban population, 
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was made in Moscow. What made the change in the leadership 
possible was the shift of allegiance by another group of Muscovites, 
the so-called Bessarabian wing, whose most important leader was 
General Emil Bodnaras, Moscow’s trusted agent in charge of the 
army and security. It is also highly probable that the fall of Ana 
Pauker and the ascendancy of a native Rumanian but unquestion- 
ably orthodox Communist like Gheorghiu-Dej was facilitated by 
Stalin’s obsession with anti-Semitism in his last years. It was cer- 
tainly more than just coincidence that the Secretary General of the 
Czechoslovak Communist Party, the Jewish Rudolf Slansky, was 
purged during the same period as the Jewish Pauker.® 

Whatever the causes of the personnel changes, it soon became 
clear that they did not mean any substantial modification of policies 
or methods. Within five days of the purge, Gheorghiu-Dej quickly 
consolidated his supremacy by taking over the premiership, com- 
bining the position with his post as Secretary General. He faced two 
main problems. First, he had to maintain the unity and cohesion 
of the “new” leadership in a difficult situation. The second and more 
pressing problem was to convince Moscow that the strengthening 
of the “native wing” would not jeopardize the tight Soviet grip on 
the country. That he managed to solve both problems and establish 
himself as a trusted and accepted figure even during the instability 
after Stalin’s death was something of an achievement. His natural 
gift for compromise and timing helped him ride out the storms and 
consolidate his hold on the party. The essential consideration gov- 
erning Gheorghiu-Dej’s political behavior during the turbulent fif- 
ties was prudence. 

Thruugh a combination of peripheral concessions and ruth- 
lessness, Gheorghiu-Dej managed to keep the post-Stalin ferment 
within politically safe bounds. Rumania remained a quiet satellite 
with the safety valves never opened as wide as in other Communist 
countries. To dispel any doubts about the continuity of basic 
policies and to intimidate those who might want to push relaxation 
too far, Lucretiu Patrascanu, already disgraced in 1948, was exe- 
cuted after a secret trial in April 1954. The liquidation of the one 
man who had been generally regarded as a genuine nationalist 

* Pauker and Georgescu were never tried, and Pauker died in 1960. Only 


Luca was sentenced, at a secret trial, to death in 1954, commuted later to life 
imprisonment. He died in prison. 
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dramatically underlined the Rumanian leadership’s freedom from 
any overt taint of “nationalist deviation.”*® 

Aside from the Patrascanu affair, relative calm reigned in the 
country. With Soviet troops stationed in the land until the summer 
of 1958 and the army and the security apparatus firmly controlled 
by trusted Soviet agents, Moscow’s influence in the post-Stalin 
period seemed as pervasive as ever. The peak of the terror cam- 
paigns against the recalcitrant peasants who opposed collectiviza- 
tion and the mass deportations of unreliable elements, including 
tens of thousands of Serbs from the border areas, was followed by 
what might be described as “sleepy Stalinism.” 

Faced with the new Soviet line of “collective leadership” and 
separation of government and party functions after Stalin’s death, 
Gheorghiu-Dej gave an impressive display of shrewd political man- 
agement. In April 1954 he decided to remain Premier but relin- 
quished the post of First Secretary of the party (the Secretary 
Generalship was simultaneously abolished) to one of his closest 
associates, the Trade Union leader Gheorghe Apostol. In contrast to 
Chervenkov in Bulgaria, however, he realized soon enough the 
dangers of losing his grip on the party apparatus and eighteen 
months later engineered a new realignment at the top. 

In October 1955, on the eve of the party congress, which had 
been postponed several times, Gheorghiu-Dej resumed his former 
position at the helm of the party and gave the premiership to 
another of his trusted lieutenants, Chivu Stoica, a former railway- 
man. This game of musical chairs, performed with such apparent 
smoothness, was not only without precedent in an Eastern Europe 
torn by tensions and stresses, but also showed the uncontested su- 
premacy of Gheorghiu-Dej. Both the shifts at the top and the 
election of the new Politburo combined to strengthen the native 
wing without giving any reason for raised eyebrows in Moscow. It 
was at this congress that Ceausescu, who had been a member of 
the Secretariat since 1954, was promoted at the early age of thirty- 
seven to full membership in the Politburo. 

Though the Rumanian leadership steered a prudent middle 
course between too much repression and too much relaxation during 
the post-Stalin period of political instability and power struggles in 

* A Central Committee resolution of April 26, 1968, formally rehabilitated 


Patrascanu and condemned Gheorghiu-Dej and the then Minister of Interior, 
Alexander Draghici, for the trial and execution. 
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the Kremlin, it also had to weather the dangerous storm of de- 
Stalinization. After the Twentieth Soviet Party Congress, a plenary 
meeting of the Central Committee in March 1956 heaped blame 
for “violations of Socialist legality and internal party democracy” 
on the purged leaders. With tensions mounting in neighboring 
Hungary, the ferment among intellectuals and students began to 
grow in Rumania. During and after the Hungarian revolution, the 
situation rapidly approached the danger point, particularly among 
the Hungarian minority in Transylvania. 

Nevertheless, the Communist regime survived the tense but 
short-lived period of sporadic demonstrations and general restive- 
ness. What would have happened if the Hungarian revolution had 
not been crushed or had lasted longer is a moot point. As it was, 
the caution in keeping de-Stalinization within narrow limits paid 
handsome dividends. As there had been no show trials and the 
Pauker group provided a convenient scapegoat for past excesses, 
there was no crisis of authority at the top. Gheorghiu-Dej declared 
five years later, “We did not have to repair serious injustices or 
rehabilitate anyone post mortem.”2? Other factors working in favor 
of the regime were the lack of a body, either church or full-blown 
revisionist group within the party, for the opposition to rally to, and 
the absence of non-Communist neighbors. 

The appearance of a solidly united leadership coping with a po- 
tentially critical situation was, however, deceptive. From early 
1956 until mid-1957 Gheorghiu-Dej faced an extremely serious 
challenge to his position. Two powerful Politburo members, Miron 
Constantinescu, organizational secretary and Minister of Culture 
during the intellectual ferment in 1956, and Iosif Chisinevschi, 
the chief of the propaganda section, are alleged to have launched a 
concerted attack against him and his policies, Whether these two 
men of different backgrounds—the first a “home” Communist, the 
other a Soviet-trained Bessarabian Jew—really formed a joint mi- 
nority faction, or whether a “leftist” immigrant and a native re- 
former were lumped together to enable Gheorghiu-Dej to kill two 
birds with one stone—is still not clear. The case for the second 
version is fairly strong, but not conclusive. 

In any case, the manner and timing of the removal of the two 
rival claimants for power revealed Gheorghiu-Dej’s consummate 
skill as a tactician. The two men were toppled in July 1957, at the 
same time the Molotov “anti-party” group was purged in Moscow. 


292 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


Chisinevschi and Constantinescu were accused of both left and 
right deviation, of past abuses and “anarchistic-petit bourgeois” 
tendencies—a familiar Communist ploy to ward off later criticism 
from either direction. 

This purge was the second important landmark in the postwar 
history of the party. With his last dangerous rivals out of the way 
Gheorghiu-Dej became the absolute dictator of Rumania. When 
the Soviet troops left the country in 1958 as part of Khrushchev’s 
“peace strategy,” Gheorghiu-Dej was the acknowledged head of a 
genuinely united leadership. In March 1961, in the course of a com- 
prehensive government reorganization, he combined the party 
leadership with the presidency of the republic in the new office of 
Chairman of the State Council. 

The consolidation of his personal power was accompanied by the 
rise of two men who were to play a significant role in the confronta- 
tion with the Soviet Union. The first was Nicolae Ceausescu, a 
symbol of the young generation of native Communists, who after 
the 1957 purge emerged as second in command of the party ap- 
paratus in charge of personnel and organization. The other was 
Ion Gheorghe Maurer. Bom in 1902 the scion of a professional 
family, of part French and part German extraction, Maurer had 
been a defense counsel for the Communists in the 1930s and had 
liberated Gheorghiu-Dej from the concentration camp in 1944. 
After acting as chief assistant to Gheorghiu-Dej in the first postwar 
years and being elected to the Central Committee, he dropped out 
of public life for almost a decade. In 1955, he was even demoted 
to a candidate member of the leading party body. His meteoric 
rise later, often over the heads of those who could claim greater 
seniority, coincided with the consolidation of Gheorghiu-Dej’s 
position. As soon as Gheorghiu-Dej and his friends decided to strike 
out on their own on the home front and in international politics, 
this highly competent, ruggedly handsome, personable man rapidly 
became Rumania’s chief “traveling salesman” and principal trouble- 
shooter. Appointed Foreign Minister in 1957, he succeeded Petru 
Groza as head of state one year later and also rose quickly in the 
party ranks. In June 1958, at a Central Committee plenum, he was 
again made a full member, and barely two years later, at the party 
congress in 1960, he entered the ruling Politburo. In March of the 
following year, he replaced Chivu Stoica as Premier. The available 
evidence suggests that Maurer has been all along, both before and 
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after Gheorghiu-Dej’s death, one of the chief architects of Rumania’s 
increasingly independent foreign policy. 

In trying to understand the forces that shape Rumanian policies, 
the intimate and intangible something that might be called the 
“character structure” of the principal actors has to be taken into 
account. Thus when the analyst seeks to date the beginning of the 
Rumanian “heresy,” he cannot separate the shifts in political em- 
phasis from the psychological and emotional elements, even the 
passions, involved in changing secret resentment of Soviet hegem- 
ony into a dominant political trend. In the light of the revela- 
tions made at the Central Committee meeting held in November- 
December 1961, in the wake of the Twenty-Second Soviet Party 
Congress, it is not surprising that the Rumanian leaders launched 
their daring move toward national emancipation sooner than any- 
one might have expected. 

Gheorghiu-Dej coped easily with Khrushchev second de- 
Stalinization campaign. After towns, streets, and institutions named 
after Stalin, or after any other living person (that is Gheorghiu-Dej 
himself), had been renamed, there was virtually nothing more to be 
done. Gheorghiu-Dej asserted that he had been a helpless prisoner 
of the Pauker group and, by purging them, had restored “collective 
leadership.” In fact, if not in so many words, he claimed that he 
had been the first to de-Stalinize—and that during the height of 
Stalinism. 

The real political significance of the Central Committee plenum 
lay, however, in its portrayal of the entire history of the party as a 
battle between the “alien elements” or “immigrant groups” on the 
one hand, and the “native” Communists on the other. Speaker after 
speaker elaborated on the long struggle between the various Musco- 
vite leaders and those “comrades who risked arrest and execution, 
who suffered the burden of prisons and concentration camps (in 
Rumania) ... who fought with international brigades against 
Franco in Spain or in France against the German occupation.” It 
was the exiles in Moscow who after their return had propagated 
the cult of Stalin, enjoyed the sympathy of Molotov’s anti-party 
group in belittling and disapproving the exploits of the home Com- 
munists, including the August uprising, and “opposed and hindered 
the promotion of those activists who were connected with the 
working class and the people.”23 

In retrospect, it appears that this Central Committee meeting 
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with its strongly nationalistic and implicitly anti-Soviet overtones 
was a covert manifesto of independence addressed to the initiate 
among the by now almost goo,coo party members.*4 The plenum, 
whose significance was overlooked at the time, was the first major 
step toward the party’s full identification with the Rumanian people. 
Freed from the stigma of being “un-Rumanian,” the party leader- 
ship started a coordinated effort to release the latent spirit of 
national identity. 

Regardless of the prevailing circumstances in 1952 when the 
Pauker group was purged, the important fact is that the victors, the 
veterans of the Communist underground inside the country, saw 
the move even then as a strategic defeat of the “foreign elements.” 
In other words, Gheorghiu-Dej and his friends had felt all along— 
even though they had acted differently—frustrated and embittered 
by their political servility to and economic exploitation by Moscow. 
The interpretation of the long-forgotten Pauker affair thus became 
a political factor of prime importance in the startlingly different 
context of 1961. What had looked like a “normal” power struggle for 
sO many years was now used as a device to restore a sense of pur- 
pose and newly found self-confidence in the party and to offer 
hope to a sullen and demoralized nation. Within fourteen months 
the question at issue was no longer the nationalistic rewriting of 
party history, but the whole problem of relations with the Soviet 
Union and the nature of the relationship. 


Rumania steps out of line 


Rumania’s drive for national independence was not initiated by a 
dramatic act of defiance. Rather, it grew out of a series of calculated 
moves that initially combined a short-term defense with a long- 
term offensive strategy. The emancipation from Russia was a 
“quiet revolution,” profoundly Rumanian in its character and style, 
a mixture of restraint in manner and toughness in intent, so bril- 
liantly controlled, so matchlessly executed that the Rumanian 
search for autonomy was startlingly different, not only from the 
successful Yugoslav and Albanian rebellions but also from the abor- 
tive Hungarian uprising. 

By the end of 1961, Gheorghiu-Dej and his associates, exuberantly 
reclaiming a national identity as Rumanian Communists who had 
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saved the party and, by implication, the country from Moscow- 
trained “foreign elements,” were probably irrevocably committed 
to a course of independence. What appears to have been decisive 
in influencing the major policy decisions were three important 
considerations: 

(1.) The Rumanian leadership early showed a profound grasp of 
the nature of the Sino-Soviet conflict and the whole new range of 
possibilities for maneuver it held out to the East European nations. 

(2.) The policy-makers and the party functionaries in Bucharest 
were firmly united and prompted by genuine national pride. 

(3.) The main issue that sparked off the open confrontation with 
Moscow was the Rumanian leaders’ unflinching determination to 
pursue an all-round industrialization, and their handling of this 
pivotal issue represented something like a national consensus. 

It is very difficult, if not impossible, to date the beginning of the 
coordinated efforts to gain independence of action. To pick out 
particular events, such as the withdrawal of Soviet troops in 1958, 
and generalize from them would be as unwise as to regard subse- 
quent Rumanian moves purely as dazzling improvisations. Many 
important aspects are still shrouded in secrecy and, at best, ob- 
scure. But if the past is re-examined with the benefit of present 
knowledge, based partly on “off-the-record” conversations with in- 
formed Rumanian Communists, it seems probable that the 1956 
crises in Hungary and Poland were the precipitating factors in 
laying the domestic foundations for the anticipated shift by the 
Gheorghiu-Dej group. 

The purge of the last potential rivals in the summer of 1957 
consolidated the supreme position of the home Communists. The 
departure of the Soviet troops the following year provided another 
important psychological and political precondition for furbishing 
the party’s image and enabling the leadership to hitch its long- 
term strategy to the dynamics of nationalism. Though the Rumanian 
leaders concealed their goal for a time behind a screen of cloudy 
phrases and courtly attitudes toward the Soviet Union, in the late 
1950s they moved with sure instinct and remarkable dexterity, 
testing new possibilities abroad and breaking out of political isola- 
tion at home. 

The accelerated creation of an industrial base involving full in- 
dustrial exploitation of domestic raw materials, coupled with the 
lessening of economic dependence on the Soviet Union and the 
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more developed East European countries, became the core of a 
broad national line, which dominated the preparations for drawing 
up an ambitious six-year plan covering the period 1960 to 1965. An 
increasing reliance on Western technology and trade was already 
evident during the 1958-60 period when a purposeful reorientation 
of over-all foreign trade reduced the Soviet share of the total from 
51.5 per cent in 1958 to 47.3 per cent in 1959 and 40.1 per cent in 
1960. 

It is worth underlining the point that the blueprint for an in- 
dustrialized Rumania was not only rooted in legitimate national 
aspirations, but also corresponded to Lenin’s frequent references to 
heavy industry as the precondition for the construction of socialism. 
On both national and ideological grounds the Rumanian position 
was unassailable. Another fundamental consideration was singularly 
favorable material conditions. Until 1960 the growth of investments 
in Rumania lagged behind all other Communist countries in 
Eastem Europe, mainly because of the staggering inheritance of 
ruthless Soviet exploitation.” 

Yet the country’s natural wealth was greater than that of any 
other East European country. Abundant natural resources—oil, 
natural gas, timber, bauxite, coal, manganese, copper, lead, zinc, 
uranium, and hydro-energy potential plus the fertile plains that 
make the country self-supporting in cereals and the 150-mile coast- 
line on the Black Sea—have played a crucial role in Rumania’s 
willingness and ability to resist plans that would have placed the 
country at the mercy of its “rich” neighbors. Also, measured by 
Balkan standards, it had a relatively large industrial base, account- 
ing for 30 per cent of the national income before World War II. 
Untapped potential wealth and an abundance of labor (peasants 
accounted for almost 70 per cent of the population in 1956) were 
further inducements to a many-sided industrialization. Moreover, 
by the beginning of the sixties the government could rely on 
sizable technical and managerial cadres, trained since the war, 
who were eager to get to work and whose active loyalty was 
indispensable. 

The ambitious Rumanian program gradually became part of a 
broader conflict of interests between the “have” and “have not” 
members of Comecon, the organization for cooperation founded in 
1949 as the Communist answer to the Marshall Plan. Encompassing 
the eight Communist-ruled countries of Eastern Europe, Comecon 
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(or, as officially called, Council for Mutual Economic Assistance— 
CMEA) took the first steps toward meaningful cooperation and 
specialization shortly after Stalin’s death, only to have them brought 
to an abrupt halt by the upheavals of 1956. At a summit meeting of 
the East European leaders in 1958, an ambitious program to pro- 
mote industrial specialization and coordination of the long-term 
plans of the member countries was drawn up. But it soon became 
apparent that a real and not merely verbal “socialist international 
division of labor” would require multilateral arrangements that in 
one way or another would involve the right of the individual 
Comecon member states to determine priorities of allocation and 
the chief directions of economic development. The more developed 
countries, like Czechoslovakia and East Germany, worked more 
and more vigorously to convince the less developed members of 
the need for specialization by whole industries and not just of the 
production of certain types of products. From the very beginning, 
the attempt to cut waste and duplication implied that Rumania and 
Bulgaria should devote their main resources to agriculture and raw 
materials, restricting their industries to those few that fit bloc-wide 
needs. In the dispute between the advanced and the underdevel- 
oped countries that ensued, the Kremlin at first remained in the back- 
ground, partly because economically the dispute about the scope 
of industrialization was of only marginal importance to the Soviet 
Union. But when the Soviet attitude toward supranational planning 
shifted, the “normal” wrangling between the have and have not 
members of Comecon was transformed into a highly charged Soviet- 
Rumanian political confrontation. 

At the Twenty-first Soviet Party Congress in February 1959 
Khrushchev had spoken about a “more or less simultaneous” tran- 
sition to communism by all socialist countries, indicating that the 
less developed countries would be allowed to catch up with 
the more industrialized members of Comecon; and the statutes of the 
integration body, adopted in 1960, stressed the principle of volun- 
tary cooperation and the unanimity ruling. This legal escape hatch 
later proved crucial when Rumania successfully opposed decisions 
being made by majority vote. Though the optimistic Rumanian six- 
year plan and a simultaneously published fifteen-year program of 
economic expansion encountered some Soviet opposition, partic- 
ularly the construction of the big Galati steel plant (initially 
planned to produce 4 million tons of steel by 1970),?° Khrushchev 
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paid warm tributes to both documents and praised Gheorghiu-Dej 
at the Rumanian Party Congress in June 1960. 

Already entrapped in heated polemics with the Chinese delega- 
tion at the same congress, the Soviet leader was clearly bent on 
stressing the solidarity of the bloc rather than adding to his troubles 
by criticizing his hosts. Whatever reservations the Russians may 
have had about the Rumanian requests for substantial supplies 
of equipment and raw material, they went on record as supporters 
of the Rumanian program and duly signed a number of important 
agreements, including the delivery of installations worth 500 million 
dollars for the controversial Galati plant. By the end of 1961, how- 
ever, the Rumanians had good reason to suspect that the Soviet 
leadership was reassessing its previous ambiguous attitude and 
moving closer to the viewpoints held by the supporters of over-all 
economic integration. As early as the Central Committee plenum 
in December 1961, the then chairman of the State Planning Com- 
mittee, Gheorghe Gaston Marin, had sounded a note of warning, 
criticizing “certain erroneous theories” which would deny each so- 
cialist country the right to build its own heavy industry, and which 
“present in a distorted mamner the principles of specialization and 
cooperation within the socialist international division of labor.” 

In early 1962, Gheorghiu-Dejs main concern was to head off any 
full-scale conflict, to reassure the Russians about the prudence of 
the Rumanian industrialization course and at the same time dis- 
suade them from pushing the integration controversy to the point 
of final decisions. One of the most consummate political tacticians 
of postwar communism, he had not forgotten Lenin’s remark that 
“those politicians of the revolutionary class who are unable to 
maneuver, to compromise in order to avoid an obviously disad- 
vantageous battle, are good for nothing.” 

In retrospect, it is clear that some of the Rumanian moves on the 
home front at this time were designed to brace the party for the 
forthcoming showdown, which by then was regarded inevitable. 
To extend the party’s appeal across class lines, the token de- 
Stalinization was coupled with changes in the rules of admission to 
the party, making it possible for members of the prewar “bourgeois” 
parties to join. While the technical intelligentsia was purposefully 
recruited, functionaries holding key positions were rigorously 
screened and, in a number of cases, quietly replaced by younger 
men whose loyalty to the leadership was beyond doubt. Some Ru- 
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manian sources claim tHat even the sudden completion of agricul- 
tural collectivization in the spring of 1962, more than three years 
ahead of the original schedule, must be seen in the context of the 
domestic consolidation of the regime—in both the ideological and 
technical sense—on the eve of open friction with Moscow.2* 

The Sino-Soviet conflict had a dual impact on Soviet-Rumanian 
relations. On the one hand, it weakened Moscow’s willingness and 
ability to cope swiftly and ruthlessly with lesser malcontents. On 
the other, it strengthened Khrushchev in his determination to con- 
solidate Soviet control—military, political, and economic—over East- 
ern Europe. In addition to the Warsaw Pact, Comecon was to be 
the principal economic and political instrument of Soviet hegemony. 

Khrushchev, who always tended to regard restraint as evidence 
of weakness, in mid-1962 moved to prepare a qualitative change in 
the character and scope of Comecon. At a summit meeting of the 
East European party leaders in June 1962 it was agreed to establish 
an Executive Committee, consisting of the Deputy Premiers of the 
Comecon member countries, to coordinate planning. The confer- 
ence also published a document about the principles of the division 
of labor, the unanimity ruling, and the independence and sov- 
ereignty of the individual member states. But what Khrushchev 
and his Czech and East German allies regarded as a minimum, a 
first step on the road to an integrated bloc-wide economy, the Ru- 
manians saw as the absolute maximum of external interference in 
national economic planning. 

In the months following the summit meeting, the differences 
gradually came to a head. Immediately after the meeting, Khru- 
shchev paid his last official visit to Rumania. Publicly he advocated 
the advantages of closer coordination and specialization (at much 
greater length than his hosts did). Privately, like Walter Ulbricht 
on a similar mission to Rumania three months later, he combined 
economic arguments with threats. A long article by Khrushchev in 
September 1962 calling publicly for the integration of the economies 
of the Comecon countries along supranational lines may well have 
been the spark that ignited the long accumulating tinder. Hence- 
forth, a supranational planning agency would select investment 
projects, allocate resources, and prescribe the economic policies of 
the individual members by majority rule. 

The Soviet scheme would have put an abrupt end to Rumania’s 
industrialization program, already surging ahead at an impressive 


300 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


pace, and relegated the country to the role of supplying food and 
raw materials to the economically more advanced Comecon mem- 
bers. Whatever the advantages in raising bloc-wide efficiency, inte- 
gration on Soviet terms would have frozen the widely disparate 
levels of development instead of helping the less developed coun- 
tries to catch up. 

The political implications were even more ominous. Progress 
toward supranational economic decision-making was bound to lead 
to a covert political unification, ultimately to the disappearance of 
national state boundaries. Lacking either a market mechanism or 
a reliable yardstick for measuring the real cost of a given investment 
(because of the manifold discrepancies between costs and prices), 
a truly bloc-wide division of labor was impossible without in- 
fringing on national control over economic policy. This indeed was 
the main point so cunningly enmeshed in arguments and pleas 
about the advantages of pooling economic resources. The Ru- 
manian leadership, perceived the underlying trends in the situation 
at an early date, took a defensive stance combined with a long- 
term advance, moving with deftness and flexibility to exploit what 
was becoming a deep and irrevocable split between Moscow and 
Peking. 

The hour of decision struck in early March 1963 when the Ru- 
manian Central Committee published a resolution after a three-day- 
long enlarged plenum of the supreme leading body. It ostentatiously 
pledged full support to the stand taken by the Rumanian representa- 
tive, Vice Premier Alexandru Birladeanu, at the previous meeting of 
the newly founded Comecon Executive Committee. Reliable re- 
ports agree that at that stormy session in February in Moscow, 
Birladeanu flatly and definitely rejected the blueprint of suprana- 
tional integration and in particular the proposed device of majority 
decisions. The resolution pointedly declared that the main means 
of developing the division of labor successfully was the “coordina- 
tion of national economic plans” based “on respect for national 
independence and sovereignty, of full equality of rights, comradely 
mutual aid, and reciprocal advantage.”?8 

Immediately after the publication of the communique the party 
held a series of closed meetings throughout the country to explain 
that the future of Rumanian industrialization and, by implication, 
national independence was at stake; that the party was pitting it- 
self against “erroneous conceptions” which would “profoundly harm — 
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the elementary interests of our nation” and run counter to the 
unanimously adopted principles about the complete equality of the 
Comecon member states. According to Rumanian sources, the at- 
mosphere at the meetings was often initially one of stunned surprise, 
soon changing to powerful emotional support tinged with national- 
istic and anti-Soviet outbursts.?® 

By bringing the long simmering differences into the open and 
presenting the nation with the truth, Gheorghiu-Dej and his asso- 
ciates reached a point of no return. This was the beginning of the 
daring venture to replace Soviet protection by popular backing. Up 
to then “Moscow had protected its vassals from popular anger; now 
the people (and the West) should protect the regime from the fury 
of the Kremlin.”8° The Rumanian party had known its greatest 
isolation when as a detachment of an international movement cen- 
tered in Russia it had defied traditional nationalism. Conversely, 
its only chance of winning a measure of popular acceptance and 
becoming politically effective was when it followed a patriotic line 
as in the summer of 1944. 

Thus, beneath the deceptive surface of a docile satellite, the 
leadership by early 1963 had embarked on a line of economic and 
political independence, which, despite a grim domestic record, 
from then on steadily broadened the popular basis of what the 
public came to regard as a national and flamboyantly pro-Rumanian, 
even if Communist, regime. The rebuke to a Soviet historian at the 
end of 1962 who, as mentioned earlier, ignored the August 23 coup 
and the role the Rumanian Communists claim to have played was 
an opening shot, a warming understood only by a handful of the 
initiate in Bucharest and Moscow.*! Now, however, the leadership 
presented the nation with a new conception not only of itself and 
its potentialities but also of the dangers posed by foreign meddling. 
No matter how great the risks involved, the Communists gave a 
sullen and demoralized population a sense of national purpose that 
transcended all divisions, personal grudges, and bitter memories. 

At the same time the Rumanian leaders began staking out an 
independent line, a policy of non-alignment in the Sino-Soviet dis- 
pute. Through a series of seemingly small but deviously calculated 
gestures, they avoided total identification with Moscow in the 
worsening quarrel with Peking and gave notice to the world that 
the Rumanian-Soviet friction was political as well as economic. In 
contrast to the rest of the bloc press, the Rumanian papers published 
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no attacks on Peking and Tirana. On the contrary, at the very 
time the Soviet Union and its allies were radically curbing their 
trade with China, Rumania increased theirs. The Rumanian Ambas- 
sador, who had been withdrawn from Albania along with the other 
Communist chiefs of mission at the end of 1961, quietly returned to 
his post in Tirana in March 1963, and almost at once a new trade 
agreement involving considerably higher exchanges was signed by 
the two countries, While the controversy at subsequent meetings of 
the Comecon Executive Committee gathered steam, the Rumanians 
held their ground. Despite a visit by a high-level Soviet delegation, 
Gheorghiu-Dej, with consummate timing and remarkable political 
flair, moved swiftly to exploit the conflict and win considerable 
freedom of action. 

Though there is no public evidence, it is probable that in 1962 
the Chinese gave the Rumanian leaders direct encouragement in 
their bold resistance to Khrushchev’s plan of supranational economic 
integration. By mid-1963, the integration controversy figured prom- 
inently in the polemical broadsides issued from Peking. The famous 
twenty-five points in the Chinese letter of June 14 to the Soviet party 
about the issues that should be discussed in the forthcoming bi- 
lateral talks contained several barely veiled references to integra- 
tion which implicitly supported the Rumanian position: “Such 
economic cooperation must be based on the principles of complete 
equality, mutual benefit, and comradely mutual assistance. It would 
be great-power chauvinism to deny these principles and, in the 
name of the ‘international division of labor’ and ‘specialization,’ to 
impose one’s will on others, to infringe or harm the interests of their 
people.”? 

The Rumanians lost no time in underlining their neutral position 
on the eve of the abortive Sino-Soviet talks. Every East European 
regime except Rumania (and of course Albania and Yugoslavia) 
followed Moscow, which officially stated that the letter containing 
“slanders and distortions” would not be published. Scinteia, the cen- 
tral Rumanian party organ, on June 22 published a long account of 
the twenty-five points. Despite the fact that the paper also reprinted 
the Soviet policy statements, this was an act of open defiance and 
dramatically weakened the Soviet position at a crucial juncture in 
the conflict with Peking. A few days later, the Rumanians added in- 
sult to injury: alone of the East European Communist leaders, 
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Gheorghiu-Dej failed to appear at the meeting in East Berlin at the 
end of June on the occasion of Ulbricht’s seventieth birthday. 

At no point did the Rumanian party leave any doubt that the 
leaders in Bucharest were in broad agreement with Moscow on the 
main political and ideological issues—peaceful coexistence, the non- 
inevitability of war, the nuclear test ban treaty, or even the rap- 
prochement with “revisionist” Yugoslavia. What divided Bucharest 
and Moscow was the equally basic issue of the right of each party 
in power to act independently in pursuing its own rather than Soviet 
interests. The distinction between proletarian internationalism, which 
meant loyalty to the Soviet Union, and national independence, 
which meant independence from Soviet domination, was the basis 
of Rumania’s opposition to the way the Soviets handled the con- 
flict with China and the dispute within Comecon. 

The peculiarly Rumanian tactic of audaciously pressing forward, 
yet always stopping short of unforgivable provocation caught 
Khrushchev on the horns of a predictable dilemma. Fully pre- 
occupied with China and faced with Rumanian opposition, he 
reluctantly shelved his ambitious plan for a supranational plan- 
ning body at the Moscow meeting of the party leaders in July 
1963. Although controversies over East European integration have 
been going on ever since, the outcome of the showdown was an 
important victory for the Rumanians with far-reaching consequences. 
The Soviet plan for a closely integrated bloc-wide economic struc- 
ture as a prelude to political unification was in ruins. Comecon 
remained an organization of national economies cooperating with 
each other along both bilateral and multilateral lines. The Rumanians 
have shown no intention so far of leaving it. Why should they, if 
they can enjoy membership on their own terms? Rumania partici- 
pates in several joint ventures such as the Comecon bank, the rolling 
stock pool, and the unified power grid, but has not joined multi- 
lateral groupings in metallurgy and ball-bearing production. Its 
Seneral attitude toward all proposals has always been decided in 
terms of purely national interests and considerations. Or as Premier 
Maurer was reported to have said once in private conversation, 
“Why should we ship our corn to Poland so that the Poles can fatten 
their pigs in order to buy machinery in the West, when we can sell 
our corn to the West and buy machinery that we need?” 

The July summit meeting in Moscow marked the end of the pri- 
marily economic phase of Soviet-Rumanian differences. To the bitter 
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disappointment of Khrushchev, the Rumanians were not restrained 
but encouraged by their victory to press forward more boldly in 
their quest for national identity and freedom of action. There 
followed the process of de-Russification and the revival of national 
traditions gradually encompassing various fields of culture and 
science. The twin issues of economic dynamism and national spirit 
were the main instruments of the new course which enlivened the 
country and kindled the hopes of the population. 

Without the Sino-Soviet conflict, Rumania would hardly have been 
able to challenge Moscow with impunity and to embark so demon- 
stratively on a “Rumania first” policy. The critical question for the 
future was the power struggle between Moscow and Peking. A real 
reconciliation, giving Khrushchev a much freer hand to deal with 
the Rumanian “deviationists,” was no longer in the cards in late 
1963. But what posed a mortal danger to Rumania’s precarious free- 
dom of maneuver was the Soviet campaign for the public excom- 
munication of China from the Communist movement, coupled with 
mounting pressure to close the ranks among the “faithful.” After 
having sabotaged supranational integration, the Rumanians now 
emerged as “honest brokers,” attempting to prevent the final split. 
Premier Maurer published a remarkable article in the November 
1963 issue of Problems of Peace and Socialism, the international 
Communist monthly, calling for an end to public polemics and in- 
directly lecturing both sides. In March 1964 he headed a Rumanian 
delegation that made a last-minute attempt at mediation, meeting 
with Mao in Peking and with Khrushchev on the way home. Under 
Rumanian pressure Moscow agreed to postpone for six weeks the 
publication of a policy statement made by Central Committee 
Secretary Mikhail Suslov, which was a full-scale vitriolic attack on 
the Chinese leadership and called for a Communist world conference 
with the obvious purpose of expelling China from the movement. 

Though the Rumanian initiatives failed, they provided a stun- 
ning proof of Rumania’s rapid progress from a seemingly docile 
satellite to an independent force in world communism. While the 
Sino-Soviet conflict gained impetus, Rumanian-Soviet relations 
entered the phase of venomous tensions. As in the case of Stalin’s 
break with Tito and the Albanian-Soviet split, the differences in 
interests and policies were complicated and heightened by personal 
factors. Gheorghiu-Dej was a latter-day successor of Petru Rares and 
the other medieval Rumanian princes who, by a virtuoso perform- | 
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ance in intrigue, deceit,’ and maneuvering, divided their powerful 
adversaries and survived in the face of overwhelming odds. Ruma- 
nian delegations fanned out around the world on shopping and 
political missions. Maintenance of good or “correct” relations with 
such opposites as Albania and Yugoslavia, the United States and 
China, bolstered Rumania’s bargaining power and world standing. 
The changes in the international situation as a result of the Cuba 
affair, the test ban treaty, and a more imaginative and differentiated 
Westem policy, combined with the erosion of Soviet authority in the 
world Communist movement, defined the boundaries of effective 
Soviet response to the Rumanian challenge. And the Rumanian 
leadership took great care to avoid publicly offending Moscow and 
giving any pretext for a frontal attack. 

The fact remained that Rumania was not a minor irritant, but 
an important new element of instability and the carrier of a danger- 
ously contagious disease—pragmatic nationalism. There were, of 
course, serious factors that limited the Rumanian challenge: adverse 
geographical conditions, economic dependence on the Soviet Union, 
which still accounted for over 42 per cent of the country’s trade in 
1964, and the military preponderance of the Soviet power center, 
to which Rumania was still ostensibly tied by the “unshakable bonds” 
of a common ideology. Yet at no point during the dispute was Mos- 
cow able to alter the main direction of Rumania’s new course. 

Khrushchev’s impetuous attempts, lacking imagination and con- 
sistency and pervaded by hostility and a feeling of betrayal, did not 
deter but inflamed the seething resentment the Rumanian leaders 
had harbored so long. They recognized that Khrushchev could not 
afford a second Albania, especially on Russia’s doorstep. To the 
Kremlin both an open rupture and a continued toleration of Ruma- 
nian defiance involved great risks. 

Several accounts given me by Rumanian sources agree that the 
mutual animosity between Gheorghiu-Dej and Khrushchev ex- 
acerbated the clash of interests that lay at the heart of the dispute. 
According to one version, Khrushchev during his official visit in the 
summer of 1962 accused the Rumanians of being “unreasonable, 
egotistic, and self-exalted.” By mid-1963 the personal relationship 
between Gheorghiu-Dej and Khrushchev was near the freezing point. 

In the autumn of 1963, Khrushchev, according to reliable reports, 
made one of his fateful misjudgments. After his secret visit to Bu- 
charest, which failed to bridge the widening gap, the Soviet leaders 
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organized a concerted attempt by their agents in the security 
service, the general staff of the army, and the party apparatus to 
unseat Gheorghiu-Dej. Though they also solicited support from some 
highly placed functionaries, it was too late to infiltrate and subvert 
the top leadership. Many rumors circulating in Bucharest and re- 
ported in the Western press alleged that it was General Emil 
Bodnaras, for many years Moscow’s trusted chief Rumanian agent, 
whom the Russians tried to use to overthrow the Gheorghiu-Dej 
regime. Certain cryptic allusions in speeches made by Gheorghiu- 
Dej and Bodnaras at the latter’s sixtieth birthday in February 1964 
appear to lend credence to the rumors. Bodnaras, however, threw 
his prestige and weight behind his country’s new course and partici- 
pated in important missions to Peking, Moscow, and Belgrade.®* 

The Russians may also have tried to persuade the other ranking 
Soviet-trained Politburo member, Petre Borila, previously in charge 
of the armed forces. He rarely appeared in public after 1962 and was 
dropped from the Politburo at the last party congress in July 1965. 
But he remained a member of the Executive Committee and made 
a covertly anti-Soviet speech at the national party conference at the 
end of 1967. Whether his loss of stature was due to a serious illness, 
as Rumanian officials maintain, or rather to his having been at some 
point susceptible to Soviet enticements is bound to remain in the 
realm of speculation. 

The fact of a major but unsuccessful Soviet-sponsored conspiracy 
is beyond dispute, and this made it abundantly clear to everyone 
concerned that the question at issue was the destruction or survival 
of the Rumanian leadership. The mood of revulsion engendered by 
Soviet meddling spread rapidly from the party functionaries to the 
inarticulate masses. 

Traveling in the country during the tense weeks of April 1964, in 
conversations with officials, intellectuals, and friends, I was struck 
by the emotion, even passion, with which they discussed their 
country’s present course. A mixture of exuberant nationalism and 
excitement over economic expansion combined with an air of living 
dangerously was the overriding impression. At the construction site 
of the Galati steel plant, the chief engineer did not show the 
slightest trace of uncertainty about the promised Russian deliveries 
of machinery and iron ore, but added significantly, “We have every 
chance of becoming a developed industrial country, and no one can 
stop us utilizing our resources.” The Foreign Trade Minister, 
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asked about Czech and East German complaints over the Rumanians 
switching their purchases of machinery to Western suppliers, dryly 
remarked, “We equip our factories with nothing but the best and 
most modern machinery wherever it may come from. This has noth- 
ing to do with politics, or with our friendship with the socialist 
countries. In this field there is only one principle—business is 
business.” 

Even then Rumania was perhaps the most thoroughly de-Russian- 
ized state in Eastern Europe—except, of course, for Yugoslavia. Aside 
from the automatic loyalties in the conflict with Moscow, however, 
the popular mood had not yet turned into one of hope and confi- 
dence. The repression was so serious; the corruption so corroding; 
the grip of the Securitate, the dreaded secret police, so tight that 
the national line had only begun to thaw the top layer of ice. 

The conflict with Moscow had a dual impact on the home front. 
The need for popular support meant that the Rumanian leaders had 
to meet some of the aspirations of the people for more freedom and 
affluence. But the very fact that the Communist rulers were en- 
gaged in a life-and-death contest with the people who had originally 
put them in power was a compelling reason to continue tight con- 
trol and a cautious approach to internal reforms. 

With the Soviet offensive against Communist China in full swing, 
there was suspense in the air. The Rumanians were left no choice 
but to take a stand. After the failure of the Rumanian mediation 
attempt, the Soviet press on April 3, 1964, after a delay of six weeks, 
published Suslov’s violently aggressive speech and the call of the 
Central Committee for a world Communist meeting. A spate of 
anti-Chinese editorials and speeches in ali East European capitals 
followed. Khrushchev, then touring Hungary, made a series of major 
speeches attacking the Chinese, and his Hungarian hosts faithfully 
echoed his accusations. 

For three weeks the Rumanian press ignored the open eruption of 
the Sino-Soviet conflict. This silence was the beginning of a new 
gambit. Rumania was to become the first Communist country to use 
“news management” as an integral part of over-all policy. A unique 
mixture of omissions and leaks has since become a familiar and 
useful instrument for the policy-makers. The deliberate silence in 
April 1964 indicated that Rumania was not going to join either side 
in the great Communist schism. The Bucharest papers, although as 
monotonous as ever, presented their readers with news pages un- 
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paralleled in either the East or the West. On April 10, for example, 
Scinteia, the party organ, reported in thirty-two lines President 
Johnson’s press conference, and in eighteen lines the “elections” in 
Malavi (formerly Nyasaland). A major speech by Khrushchev about 
“goulash communism” in Hungary got only fifteen lines. When asked 
about this curious way of news reporting, the editor told me matter- 
of-factly, “We do not like long speeches. We prefer news. Further- 
more we have other means to inform our public.” Four years later 
the Rumanians still remained faithful to their rule—any references to 
the Sino-Soviet conflict were expunged from statements and 
speeches of Soviet and Chinese spokesmen. 

To underscore Rumania’s neutrality, Gheorghiu-Dej not only 
failed to turn up at festivities celebrating Khrushchev's seventieth 
birthday (attended by all East European party chiefs) but de- 
liberately scheduled the plenum of the party’s Central Committee 
for that time. This unprecedentedly long meeting, which lasted from 
April 15 to 22, was preceded by Khrushchev’s last desperate attempt 
to maintain at least a facade of unity in the campaign against Peking. 
According to an account given this writer by a well-known Com- 
munist journalist almost a year after the event, the last personal con- 
frontation between Gheorghiu-Dej and Khrushchev had all the 
trappings of what may be called a Communist melodrama. 

One morning in late March the telephone rang on the desk of the 
Rumanian President’s personal secretary. It was a call from the then 
Soviet Ambassador Shegalin, who wanted to speak to Gheorghiu- 
Dej himself. The ambassador informed the Rumanian leader that 
Khrushchev had just landed at a military airport near the capital. 
He would like to ask Comrade Gheorghiu-Dgj to call on him in the 
Soviet Embassy at a convenient time. Gheorghiu-Dej’s answer was 
curt and icy, “Rumania is a sovereign state and expects that even the 
leaders of friendly states should land on her territory only after 
mutual agreement. In any case the head of state is not accustomed 
to conducting talks in the buildings of foreign embassies. Comrade 
Khrushchev may come, if he wishes, at 4 P.M. to my residence.” 

There is, of course, no way of verifying the accuracy of this ver- 
sion. All accounts I heard agreed, however, on the main point: 
Khrushchev made a second, secret mission to Bucharest, and after a 
dramatic encounter, the two men parted irreconcilable foes. What- 
ever the truth in the many lurid details that circulated later among 
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the public at large, the Soviet leader was certainly received in a 
way that would have been inconceivable two years earlier. 

The decisive step in Rumania’s drive for independence and the 
most daring gesture of defiance was the famous statement issued by 
the enlarged plenum of the Central Committee on April 26, 1964. 
It has been aptly called a “Declaration of Independence,” since it 
staked out and proclaimed Rumania’s right to national autonomy 
and full equality in the Communist world. Behind the stale plati- 
tudes of Communist language, the declaration publicly and fiercely 
rejected not only economic integration and suprastate planning, but 
also every form of Soviet supremacy. It provided something like a 
coherent ideological basis for a “go-it-alone” economic policy. Such 
schemes as a joint plan, a single planning body for all Comecon 
member states, and internationally owned joint enterprises “would 
tum sovereignty into a notion devoid of any content,” it declared, 
stressing that “the planned management of the national economy is 
one of the fundamental, essential, and inalienable attributes of the 
sovereignty of the socialist state,” and that, in order to exercise these 
attributes, the state must hold in its own hand “all the levers” with 
which economic and social life is managed. 

The resolution went far beyond the framework of the integration 
dispute, which had already been settled in favor of the Rumanians. 
It spelled out the Rumanian party’s independent course in the Sino- 
Soviet conflict and, while supporting by and large the Soviet stand 
on the substance of the controversial issues, condemned both sides 
with equal force for engaging in public polemics. Countering the 
Soviet proposal to organize a new world Communist meeting as a 
“collective rebuff’ to China, the Rumanians insisted that a con- 
ference must include “all” Communist and workers’ parties. 

Politically the most important and novel aspect was the forthright 
rejection of any form of satellization and the proclamation of the 
complete independence of all Communist parties. “No one can de- 
cide what is and what is not correct for other countries and parties. 
There is not and cannot be a ‘parent’ party and a ‘son’ party, a 
‘superior’ and a ‘subordinate’ party. No party has or can have a 
privileged position, or impose its line and opinion on other parties.” 

The turgid prose of the declaration, and indeed of all subsequent 
policy statements, is punctuated with the vocabulary of nationalism 
—“sovereignty,” “equal rights,” “national interest.” In view of the 
“concrete conditions of great diversity,” the strict observance of 
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equal rights, of non-interference in internal affairs, and of each 
party’s exclusive right to solve its own political problems and work 
out its own political line is the “only” basis for unity. 

The defiantly nationalistic tone of the entire document indicates 
how fierce the Rumanian opposition to Soviet-sponsored projects of 
economic and political unification must have been when they were 
discussed behind closed doors. Once again meetings were held all 
over the country to rally public support for the leaders, who had 
bumed their bridges by bringing their vigorous arguments against 
foreign domination into the open. Compared to the campaign a year 
earlier, the tone was even more outspoken and bitter. The private 
party brief to the membership went considerably further than the 
April Declaration. Soviet policies, past exploitation of the country, 
Khrushchev's attempt to subvert and unseat the leadership were 
criticized in the strongest terms. The speakers presented the 1.4 
million party members with the picture of a small but potentially 
rich country humiliated and threatened by a powerful and rapacious 
neighbor. No compromise was possible—it was Rumania or Russia. 
The same terrible historical truths aroused the same powerful emo- 
tional response. The verve and ingenuity the leadership displayed 
putting its pro-Rumanian policy in action won general support and 
new respect, even grudging admiration for the party. 

The “Declaration of Independence” was both a product of the 
new polycentric era in international communism and a factor that 
hastened the fragmentation of Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe. 
Because of the timing, the Rumanian leaders, unlike Tito, did not 
have to pay the penalty of expulsion from the camp. But they were 
nevertheless skating on very thin ice indeed, and the momentum 
generated by their pragmatic nationalism brought Soviet-Rumanian 
relations near the breaking point more than once. 

The mounting tensions in the aftermath of the declarations were 
evident in the sharp polemics between the Rumanian-language 
broadcasts of Radio Moscow and Radio Bucharest, in the suspended 
publication of the Rumanian edition of the international Communist 
Journal, Problems of Peace and Socialism, and culminated in the so- 
called Valev controversy in June-July 1964. E. B. Valev, a Soviet 
economist, published an article in a Moscow University academic 
journal about “interstate economic complexes.” He specifically men- 
tioned the establishment of such an economically integrated region 
on the lower Danube that would comprise about 42 per cent of 
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Rumania’s and one-third of Bulgaria’s territory combined with a 
small part of Soviet Ukraine. It is difficult to believe that such an 
ambitious scheme of economic unification, implying the disappear- 
ance of state boundaries, could have been put forward independ- 
ently by a professor in a country where even statements of less 
import have to be cleared by superior authorities. Whatever its 
background, Valev’s scheme represented prevalent Soviet thinking 
along these lines and showed what the future might have held in 
store for Rumania—and indeed for all other East European coun- 
tries—had Khrushchev’s grand design been implemented. 

The Bucharest economic weekly Viata Economica of June 13 
published a violent rejoinder to the proposal, which it stated was 
nothing less than “a plan for the violation of the territorial integrity 
of Rumania, for the dismemberment of its national and state unity.” 
Though Izvestia in Moscow barely three weeks later repudiated the 
proposals, the episode gave a severe jolt to bilateral relations. It was 
a warning that has never been forgotten, and Rumanian officials 
still allude to the “Valev scheme” as a proof of the dangers to which 
their country was exposed. 

Meanwhile anti-Russian ferment reached such dimensions that 
Khrushchev conveyed several warnings (allegedly also through Tito, 
who in June met both the Soviet leader and Gheorghiu-Dej) that 
there was a limit to what the Russians were willing to tolerate. The 
dispatch of two high-level Rumanian delegations to Moscow, led 
respectively by Premier Maurer and Chivu Stoica, temporarily 
eased the strains, but the Rumanians continued on their independ- 
ent road. When Moscow in July formally proposed that a prelim- 
inary conference of twenty-six parties (the members of the 
preparatory commission for the 1960 Moscow Communist meeting ) 
meet in December 1964 to prepare for a new world conference, the 
Rumanians refused the invitation. After Khrushchev’s fall, his suc- 
cessors eventually convened the meeting on March 1, 1965, in Mos- 
cow, but the Rumanian party along with the Chinese, Albanian, and 
four other invited parties, did not participate. 

Though the Russians, however irritated, were unlikely to push 
the Rumanians to the point of an open break, Gheorghiu-Dej and 
his associates took no chances. They administered their policy with 
equal deftness and flexibility toward the West as toward the East. 
The two most significant steps taken to strengthen relations with the 
West were the mission of Deputy Premier Gaston Marin to Wash- 
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ington in May-June 1964, followed by the visit of Premier Maurer 
to France a month later. These, like similar missions to Austria, 
Italy, Japan, and other non-Communist countries, were as much 
political as economic in character. The restoration of traditional ties 
and the emergence of Rumania on the international stage (on three 
occasions in 1963-64 its representative deviated from the Soviet bloc 
vote in the United Nations) also involved a subtle bid for moral and 
psychological support by a small country swimming in uncharted 
waters. 

Nowhere perhaps was the Rumanian combination of will, nerve, 
and cunning more impressive than in maintaining “cordial rela- 
tions” with both China (and Albania) and the very country the 
Maoists regard as the epitome of “revisionist treachery and capitalist 
degeneration,” Yugoslavia. It is often forgotten that Yugoslavia was a 
telling example of the benefits to be reaped from an independent 
position. Furthermore, in contrast to Russia, Hungary, and Bulgaria, 
which were embroiled in territorial disputes of varying intensity 
with Rumania, Yugoslavia was a traditional friend, a former ally in 
the Little Entente and the Balkan Pact in the interwar period. 
When Yugoslavia was attacked on all sides in 1941, even General 
Antonescu, though a staunch Nazi ally, refused to cooperate in the 
carving up and in the attack. After World War II, however, Ru- 
mania like the other satellites obediently followed Stalin’s order and 
switched from friendship to implacable hostility. The seat of the 
Cominform was transferred to Bucharest, which became one of the 
centers of the campaign vilifying Tito, and Gheorghiu-Dej, as a 
native Communist, was chosen to deliver the sharpest Cominform 
denunciations in November 1949. 

Yet Tito in June 1956 preferred to pass through Rumania rather 
than Hungary on his way to Moscow, and on the return journey 
stopped in Bucharest. He clearly regarded Gheorghiu-Dej as the 
erstwhile prisoner of the Muscovite Pauker-Luca group, by then 
purged. Some Rumanian sources say that the subsequent visit of a 
Rumanian delegation headed by Gheorghiu-Dej to Belgrade in 
October 1956, though overshadowed by the Hungarian revolution, 
had a profound impact on future Rumanian policy. It was then 
that the two leaders began to discuss the realization of an old 
dream: the building of a power and navigation project at the Iron 
Gates on the Danube. After the Moscow-Belgrade quarrel over 
the Hungarian uprising, and even after the Soviet campaign against 
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the 1958 Yugoslav party program, the Rumanians issued relatively 
few, late, and carefully worded rebuttals. Relations on state level 
remained more cordial than between Belgrade and the rest of the 
bloc. 

It was certainly not sheer coincidence that at the very time when 
Rumania was beginning to stake out its independent line, the two 
neighboring countries were in close touch and in June 1963 signed 
an agreement on the building of the Iron Gates project. At an in- 
vestment cost of 400 million dollars, the gigantic plant should go 
into operation with a yearly capacity of 10,000 million kWh in 1971. 
Gheorghiu-Dej paid a formal state visit to Belgrade in November to 
sign the final agreement. Within ten months he and Marshal Tito 
had met twice again to discuss bilateral relations and the sharpen- 
ing discord between Bucharest and Moscow. This laid the founda- 
tion for a new relationship between the two largest Balkan states, 
which in tum has contributed greatly to the easing of tensions in 
the Balkans, the emergence of a new diverse pattern, and the curbing 
of Soviet influence over the entire area. 

At the same time, the Rumanian leaders have managed to remain 
on good terms with China and Albania. While the rapprochement 
between Moscow and Belgrade was repeatedly and vocally con- 
demned as a “sell-out to the arch-revisionist Tito clique,” no Chinese 
or Albanian paper has ever directly castigated the Rumanians for 
their friendliness toward Yugoslavia. For Khrushchev’s foes, the 
disruptive potential so impressively displayed by Rumanian oppo- 
sition to Soviet hegemony was more important than ideological 
purity. By the same token, the Rumanians, while disagreeing with 
most of the extreme Chinese positions, unabashedly exploited the 
fostering of ties with China as a lever to counter Soviet pressures. 
Thus both sides gained definite advantages from a strictly pragmatic 
assessment of their mutual interests. On the twentieth anniversary 
of the August 23 coup, the Rumanian regime performed the con- 
siderable feat of imposing a tacit truce on the entire international 
Communist movement by playing host to delegations from all Com- 
munist countries, including the Soviet Union and China, Yugoslavia 
and Albania. The festivities were intended to provide the first but 
not last demonstration of the unique position occupied by Rumania 
in the Communist world. 

The sudden fall of Khrushchev in October 1964 caused no re- 
Percussions in the country; the Rumanians were privately pleased 
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at a turn of affairs which they regarded as a dramatic confirmation 
of their rejection of Khrushchev’s steamroller tactics. Perhaps alone 
in the whole world press, the Rumanian mass media reported only 
the official Soviet communique without any commentary whatso- 
ever. Khrushchev’s fall and his successors’ cautious moves toward 
a normalization of Sino-Soviet relations almost automatically lifted 
some of the pressures on Rumania and implicitly strengthened her 
bargaining position. By the end of the year the changes began to 
affect the internal atmosphere. Virtually all political prisoners (about 
11,000) were released, jamming of foreign radio broadcasts ceased, 
and contro] over intellectual life in general was appreciably relaxed. 

In the meantime the bid for independence from and discord with 
Moscow was spreading to other areas. At the end of October 1964, 
Rumania unilaterally reduced army conscripts’ term of service from 
twenty-four to sixteen months, the shortest term of service in any 
Warsaw Pact country. Snippets of information from Rumanian 
sources confirm Western press reports that at the Warsaw Pact 
summit meeting held in Warsaw in January 1965, Gheorghiu-Dej not 
only defended his country’s right to change the term of military 
service, but also made the first tentative moves to change the pre- 
vious practice of decision-making, which the Rumanians maintained 
had infringed on their country’s sovereignty. 

The success of the new course and the national revival encour- 
aged the Rumanians to resurrect their historic claims to Bessarabia. 
Once again this was done in a peculiarly cunning way. In August, 
Mao Tse-tung told a Japanese delegation that the “places occupied 
by the Soviet Union are too numerous,” and referred in this context 
to “parts of Rumania.” Prudently, the Rumanians, continuing their 
purposeful silence on the Sino-Soviet dispute, ignored Mao’s hints 
and the violent Soviet diatribe published a few days later in 
Pravda.** In late autumn 1964, however, a Bucharest publishing 
house brought out Karl Marx’s Notes on Rumanians. These pre- 
viously unpublished notes and Jetters, found in the Amsterdam Ar- 
chives, sharply condemned the annexation of Bessarabia by the 
Russians. The twenty thousand copies were sold out in a couple of 
days. Somewhat later, the Institute of Party History managed to 
find and publish a letter written by Enge!s in January 1888 in which 
he cautioned the Rumanian Social Democrats “to beware of Tsarism. 
... You have suffered much as a result of Kiselev’s rule, the 
crushing of the 1848 revolution and the twice repeated annexation 


RUMANIA 315 


of Bessarabia, not to mention the innumerable Russian invasions 
of your country, situated as it is on the route to the Bosphorus.”®* 

Within two years of the first public sign of discord with Moscow, 
the Rumanian Communists gained independence on a broad front, 
initiated a national revival, vetoed supranational economic integra- 
tion, denied the right of any party or state to be the center of 
communism, claimed exclusive right for themselves to carry out 
their political line, remained uncommitted in the Sino-Soviet con- 
flict, re-established the old contacts with the West, and touched on 
the most sensitive nerves in their relations with the Soviet Union— 
the age-old territorial issue of Bessarabia and the scope of their 
commitment to the Warsaw Pact. 

Then suddenly, on March 19, 1965, Gheorghiu-Dej died. Despite 
his grim domestic record, he had come to be regarded during his 
last years as a national figure. Everyone, including the dignitaries 
hurriedly dispatched by all Communist countries to his state funeral, 
felt that his death marked the end of an era and left a large ques- 
tion mark hanging over the country’s future. Would the unity of 
the leadership survive the crucial test of a succession crisis? Who 
would chart the political course at home and in foreign relations, 
and how? But sooner than anyone could have expected the doubts 
at home were gone, and in Moscow the last glimmer of hope about 
a more pliable Rumania vanished. 


How fast and how far? 


There was an atmosphere of pride, self-confidence and suspense in 
the modem, air-conditioned Congress Hall in Bucharest. The Ninth 
Party Congress** of the Rumanian Communists, the first to be held 
since the party had launched its independent course, opened on 
July 19, 1965, four months after the death of Gheorghiu-Dej. For 
more than one reason it marked the beginning of a new era in post- 
war Rumanian history. 

Delegates from fifty-seven “fraternal” parties, including such op- 
posites as the Soviet party leader Brezhnev and his Chinese coun- 
terpart, Teng Hsiao-p’ing, the Yugoslav Kardelj and a member of 
the Albanian Politburo attended and, complying with their hosts’ 
request, avoided open polemics. Instead they vied with one another 
in paying tribute to the Rumanian party. 
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From the very beginning of the proceedings the most surprising 
aspect was the sudden and ruthless eradication of the cult of the 
dead leader. Gheorghiu-Dej had been buried amid unprecedented 
nationwide mourning; the new leaders had eulogized his memory 
and promised to carry on in his spirit. But to Western observers, 
permitted for the first time to be present at a party congress, it was 
as if he had been in his grave for four decades instead of four 
months. There were no pictures, no slogans, no decorations recalling 
the deceased dictator. After a minute of silence at the opening 
session, no Rumanian speaker mentioned his name. As so often in 
Rumanian politics, omission marked a significant departure. 

In this case it gave notice to the population and the world that 
his successors were beginning a new era introducing a new style. 
The criticism of some of Gheorghiu-Dej’s policies also allowed his 
successors to blame everything that went wrong on the legacy of 
failures associated with his name. Rumanians had, however, learned 
from Khrushchev’s disastrous handling of de-Stalinization; they 
terminated their own version of the “cult of personality” in a more 
prudent fashion. As a high functionary put it to me, “It was a 
mistake to present Gheorghiu-Dej as a superhuman, faultless hero 
figure. It would be equally false to make him now into a kind of 
second Stalin, a demonized scapegoat. What we are doing is grad- 
ually to place his role in a new and more realistic frame.” 

Since then his policies have been repeatedly criticized and a 
number of functionaries including Miron Constantinescu (purged 
in 1957) and the organizer of the Grivita strike, Constantin 
Doncea (purged in 1958) quietly rehabilitated. The party museum 
repeatedly refers to him as one of the many outstanding figures in 
the history of the workers’ movement, and there is a small memorial 
room with his personal belongings (situated, however, in such a 
way that the average visitor would hardly notice the door behind 
the thick curtains). On the anniversary of his death, there were 
articles, written in a restrained tone, but other references to 
Gheorghiu-Dej have been sparse, and tributes even more so. 

Suppression of the Gheorghiu-Dej cult was essential if his political 
heirs were to convince the party and the public that they were © 
leaders in their own right. This was particularly true of Nicolae — 
Ceausescu, who in March 1965, at the age of forty-seven, succeeded 
Gheorghiu-Dej as party leader. Although he had been in the 
Secretariat of the Central Committee since 1954, Ceausescu was | 
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relatively unknown. He was not only the youngest member of the 
Politburo; he was also overshadowed by the two other members 
of the triumvirate that after Gheorghiu-Dej’s death seemed to 
have taken over the reins of power: the veteran leader Chivu 
Stoica, who had been Premier from 1955 to 1961 and who became 
head of state; and Premier Maurer, who was internationally recog- 
nized as the man who, more than anyone else, had won world 
recognition for Rumania’s independent course. 

There was also a fourth leader waiting in the wings—Gheorghe 
Apostol, who had been a serious contender for the first secretary- 
ship. Five years older than Ceausescu, he could claim greater 
seniority in the Politburo, and had in fact been First Secretary for 
eighteen months in 1954-55. 

Ceausescu was therefore faced with the delicate but urgent task 
of establishing his personal authority. With driving energy and 
youthful dynamism, he lost no time in projecting himself as a sym- 
bol of movement and change. In the four months before the party 
congress, he made many public appearances and delivered a series 
of major speeches to the military, scientists, writers, and party 
activists. Although he made frequent references to the need for 
“collective leadership” and was always accompanied by other 
Politburo members, he began immediately to establish himself as 
the “strong man” of the ruling team. 

The congress dissipated any lingering doubts about his position. 
He alone appeared at the rostrum and received a standing ovation 
from the nearly four thousand delegates and guests, while the other 
Politburo members remained for a few minutes in the background. 
Even at his first appearance in the international limelight, the 
small, good-looking, dark-haired man displayed poise and self- 
assurance. Though he, too, is a self-made man, his personality is 
strikingly different from that of the late Gheorghiu-Dej. According 
to all accounts, he lacks his predecessor’s charm and sense of humor. 
Gheorghiu-Dej’s private life and the behavior of his two daughters 
were for many years favorite topics of Bucharest gossip. By contrast 
Ceausescu and his engineer wife are models of sobriety and puri- 
tanism. The draconian laws of 1966-67 against divorce and abor- 
tion, the campaigns against smoking and the happy-go-lucky 
behavior of the youth clearly bore the personal imprint of Ceausescu 
and his influential wife. 

But whatever faults sophisticated and cynical Rumanians may 
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find in his style and accent, Ceausescu has proved to be a passionate 
torchbearer of militant nationalism, a national figure, and, last but 
not least, a shrewd manipulator of political forces within the party. 
His five-hour policy statement at the congress reiterated time and 
again what was to become the theoretical basis for the “Rumania 
first” line: “The nation and the state will for a long time to come 
continue to be the basis for the development of socialist society.” 
Henceforth the socialist nation and its place in the family of “equal, 
independent, and sovereign socialist nations,” of the “sacred, in- 
alienable right of people, now tasting freedom and national inde- 
pendence, to decide their own future and the fate of the fatherland” 
has become the theme of countless speeches he and his associates 
have made. 

Industrialization was described as the basis of future prosperity 
and “the decisive factor in guaranteeing independence and national 
sovereignty.” To show that the party was the inheritor and 
executor of patriotic traditions, Ceausescu burrowed back into the 
past century to quote the “bourgeois” historian Xenopol and the 
forefather of Rumanian socialism, C. Dobrogeanu-Gherea, who had 
warned that “reliance on agriculture alone . . . would make us an 
eternal slave of the outside world, getting only crumbs from the 
table of the civilized peoples,” and “industrialization is a question 
of to be or not to be for our country.” 

The second major theme in Ceausescu’s speech and in the con- 
gress proceedings was the broadening of the party’s popular base. 
The party was depicted as a broad national movement encompass- 
ing one adult in every ten and over one-third of the intelligentsia. 
Paradoxically, the weakness of the prewar Communist movement 
helped lend credence to the new patriotic appeal and quelled 
underground fears among the old-timers. Their number was well 
under 1 per cent of the 1.45 million members, 64 per cent of whom 
were under forty in 1965. (By the end of 1967, membership rose to 
over 1.7 million, or every eighth adult citizen. )37 

The attempt to merge Communist policies with traditional na- 
tional aspirations and to present the party as the legitimate heir 
to the national traditions was coupled with emphatic calls for the 
strengthening of its leading role. The stress on “socialist legality,” 
more tolerance toward the creative arts and science, and the pro- 
visions of the new Constitution all indicated that the slow process 
of internal relaxation would be continued. At the same time 
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Ceausescu made it very clear that ultimate power would remain 
with the party and no encroachment upon decision-making would 
be allowed. 

A series of organizational changes underlined the Rumanian Com- 
munists’ individualism compared to other ruling parties. The party 
(called the Workers’ Party since 1948) changed its name back to the 
Rumanian Communist Party, and shortly after the congress the 
new Constitution declared Rumania a “Socialist Republic,” instead 
of a People’s Republic—a distinction claimed up to then only by 
Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. The new party statutes erased 
references to the Soviet Communist Party and abolished the 
candidate-status for future members. The title of the party leader 
was changed from First Secretary, which had come into fashion 
after Stalin’s death, to Secretary General. And the entire organ- 
izational structure of the highest party echelons was radically 
revamped. 

The changes were partly intended to symbolize a new era and 
show the will to maintain the momentum generated by the national 
line. But the new chain of command and other measures were also 
master strokes of political management devised to make Ceausescu’s 
personal authority unchallengeable. To allay fears among his col- 
leagues, he time and again reiterated that “collective leadership” 
was the “highest principle of party organization” and suggested a 
clause in the party statutes forbidding leaders to hold dual positions 
in party and government. This stipulation was used to force one of 
the most powerful men in the country, Alexandru Draghici, to give 
up the post of Minister of Interior (which he had held for thirteen 
years) and thereby his control over the secret police. His successor 
was Ceausescu’s former personal secretary. While Draghici re- 
mained in the supreme party organs and even became a secretary 
of the Central Committee, membership in the Secretariat, was 
simultaneously doubled to ten, depriving Draghici of the chance to 
build an independent power base. 

The most important device to strengthen Ceausescu’s position 
was the creation of a completely new organ, the Executive Com- 
mittee. The old Politburo was abolished and to some extent replaced 
by a Standing Presidium composed of seven former Politburo 
members. Two old-timers, Petre Borila and A. Moghioros, an ethnic 
Hungarian, were dropped from this supreme organ but elected to 
the Executive Committee. This was, however, a much wider body 
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with fifteen full members and ten alternates. It was meant to serve 
as a “connecting link” between the Presidium and the Central Com- 
mittee whose membership was increased from 79 to 121, with most 
of the newcomers regarded as supporters of the Secretary General. 

Subsequent developments showed clearly that the new institu- 
tional framework helped to curb the influence of the Old Guard 
and at the same time to promote the rapid ascendancy of the 
Secretary General and the younger men who were closely asso- 
ciated with him. Soon after the congress, Ceausescu began a series of 
much-publicized tours to the various provinces and made numerous 
major speeches announcing more or less important measures aimed 
at streamlining the economy, particularly agriculture. The main 
effect was of a young leader of a young party endeavoring to 
introduce innovations in style and substance. The concerted cam- 
paign to project him as a national leader was accompanied by a num- 
ber of changes within the second tier of party and government lead- 
ers; former regional party secretaries, who had been devoted to 
Ceausescu from the time he was in charge of personnel and organiza- 
tional affairs, were promoted to important positions in the Army, the 
Planning Commission, the Cabinet and the central party agencies. 

It would have been surprising if there were no antagonisms be- 
tween the rival claimants for power or at least considerable differ- 
ences of emphasis among the various leaders. But the factors that 
united the leadership were far more powerful than those that 
divided it. Without a general consensus it could hardly have sur- 
vived mounting Soviet pressure. 

There were, however, factional fights in connection with Soviet 
attempts at subversion. This was indirectly confirmed by Ceausescu 
in an important article in May 1967,35 when he warned about 
the danger of factionalism, called for stricter discipline, especially 
among party leaders, referred to outside interference, and em- 
phatically stressed that no member was allowed “to maintain con- 
tacts with other parties without the knowledge of the leadership.” 
While there is no conclusive evidence as to which leaders in which 
particular period and on which issues opposed Ceausescu, it became 
fairly evident who his closest supporters were. 

There were two important landmarks in the process that Jed to 
the emergence of a new inner nucleus within the “collective leader- 
ship,” both of which coincided with periods of intense tension in 
Soviet-Rumanian relations. Ceausescu scored his first major success 
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in consolidating his power at the Central Committee plenum of 
June 27-28, 1966. His two close collaborators, the then forty-three- 
year-old Paul Niculescu-Mizil and forty-one-year-old Ilie Verdetz 
were made members of the Standing Presidium, raising the number 
from seven to nine. At the same time, two other “Ceausescu-men,” 
including the new planning chief, Maxim Berghianu, entered the 
Executive Committee. The fact that Verdetz was promoted to the 
highest echelon—the select Presidium—without having been a full 
member of the Executive Committee was the most telling proof of 
Ceausescu’s overwhelmingly strong position. 

Rumanian sources rapidly identified the three representatives of 
the “second generation’—Ceausescu, Niculescu-Mizil, and Verdetz 
~as the real “troika” of decision-makers, rather than the formal 
triumvirate of Ceausescu, Premier Maurer, and President Stoica. 
The troika displayed great ingenuity in manipulating forces from 
both below and above. In the course of 1966, 85 out of the 150 
district party secretaries were replaced and a number of important 
officials removed from the ministries of Interior and Defense. The 
Executive Committee and the Secretariat were increasingly brought 
into play to counterbalance the numerical weight of the senior 
leaders inherited from the Gheorghiu-Dej era. Even with this 
leverage, the ascendancy of the Secretary General could not have 
been as swift as it was without support from other members of the 
Presidium. It has been suggested by reliable sources that Premier 
Maurer, General Bodnaras, and, at least until the end of 1966, First 
Deputy Premier Birladeanu sided with the Secretary General. It 
would be somewhat misleading to treat the rest of the Presidium as 
a group, but it appears likely that most of them, particularly Stoica 
and Draghici, at one point or another resented the swift upward 
climb of the younger men. 

Throughout 1966-67 Ceausescu visibly gathered strength and 
confidence. Every week or so, at conferences and on trips to the 
remotest corners of the land, he appealed to national pride and 
identity in a tone unparalleled anywhere else in Eastern Europe. 
This was, however, no longer just a bid for personal authority, or a 
rallying cry for national unity in the face of Soviet threats, but rather 
the beginning of a personality cult. Wherever the “party and state 
leaders” went, at every major conference, whether of building 
workers, collective farmers, railwaymen, or students, it was invari- 
ably Ceausescu who made the main speech. The advent of television 
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provided previously unavailable opportunities for “image-building.” 
His colleagues in the leadership began to praise Ceausescu’s various 
statements and recommendations more and more frequently. Let- 
ters and telegrams from various party and youth conferences began 
to be addressed not just to the Central Committee but to Comrade 
Ceausescu personally. In factories, high schools, and youth hostels, 
posters and permanent decorations displayed not only quotes from 
Lenin but an increasing number of extracts from the speeches of 
the Secretary General. 

The second and by far the most important reshuffle came in 
December 1967. At the national party conference, the supreme 
collective party organ next to the congress, Ceausescu presented 
a complex scheme for territorial and administrative reorganization 
and a reform of the planning system. 

Embedded in his lengthy speech were proposals for revolutionary 
changes in party and state organization that would result in an 
unprecedented concentration of power. The essence of the propo- 
sals was the fusion of party and government functions from top to 
bottom. Yet there was an extraordinary paradox in the new “model”: 
on the one hand, it proclaimed decentralization, “collective lead- 
ership,” and a greater participation of the masses in economy and 
administration; on the other hand, it broke one of the basic princi- 
ples of rule in Communist countries—the formal separation of party 
and state. To overcome “duplication” and “overlapping,” “one and 
the same comrade should be entrusted with a specific field of 
activity in both the Central Committee and the government.” This 
meant that, in contrast to all other ruling Communist parties, the 
Rumanian party leaders from the level of the Standing Presidium to 
the newly constituted 39 counties and larger cities (replacing the 
previous division into 16 regions and 150 districts) would take on 
direct operational responsibilities. The top party organs would 
henceforth handle matters of defense, state security, foreign policy, 
personnel selection, and culture, while the government bodies 
would deal with concrete details of economic policy, leaving over- 
all guidance to the Central Committee. 

The main and immediate reasons behind this move became im- 
mediately evident. Chivu Stoica suggested on the second day of 
the conference that, in accordance with the principle of dual re- 
sponsibility, Secretary General Ceausescu should also take over the 
post of President of the State Council. This was “enthusiastically” 
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endorsed by later speakers, and a few days later parliament duly 
elected Ceausescu head of state. 

Thus in less than three years and on the eve of his fiftieth birth- 
day, Ceausescu was exercising as much power as Gheorghiu-Dej 
had. Using the exact reverse of the arguments presented three years 
earlier, the conference unanimously eliminated the clause in the 
party statutes forbidding leaders from holding dual party and 
government executive functions. 

The reshuffle in the wake of the administrative reorganization 
showed beyond a shadow of doubt who the losers were. Chivu 
Stoica, a former Premier and since March 1965 as head of state 
outwardly the number two man of the regime, was forced to return 
to the Secretariat of the Central Committee as one of the eight 
secretaries. Ilie Verdetz remained the only First Deputy Premier as 
heir presumptive to Maurer while the other three senior Presidium 
members suffered obvious setbacks. Gheorghe Apostol, once a First 
Secretary of the party and a rival of Ceausescu’s in 1965, was de- 
moted to his erstwhile position as Chairman of the Trade Union 
Federation. The chief Rumanian protagonist in the Comecon dis- 
putes, A. Birladeanu, remained in the government but only as one 
of the six Deputy Premiers, while Emil Bodnaras was spared the 
humiliation of serving under Verdetz and was transferred to the State 
Council as one of the three deputies to Ceausescu as head of state. 
Finally, Alexandru Draghici after having lost control over the secret 
police was transferred back from the Secretariat to the government 
as a Deputy Premier. 

Ceausescu’s unchallenged ascendancy was, however, only a prel- 
ude to a dramatic public showdown in April 1968. A plenum of the 
Central Committee shattered the sacred myth of an unblemished 
postwar record of Rumanian communism, the line that “we do not 
have to rehabilitate anyone post mortem.” The politically most im- 
portant move was the full rehabilitation of Stefan Foris, the erst- 
while Secretary General (executed without trial in 1946), and of 
Lucretiu Patrascanu the Communist leader during and after the 
August 23, 1944 coup who, after six years of imprisonment, was 
executed in 1954. Scores of other Communist functionaries were also 
rehabilitated—many of them posthumously—including Miron Con- 
stantinescu, purged in 1957 from the Politburo. 

The power struggles in connection with the rehabilitations started 
two and a half years earlier when a special investigating commission 
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was set up. The Central Committee primarily blamed Gheorghiu- 
Dej and Draghici for the “unfounded, gross fabrications” and the 
murder of Patrascanu. Draghici as the main scapegoat, who on top 
of everything “behaved cynically and irresponsibly” when the com- 
mission’s findings were discussed, was ousted from the leadership 
and the government. After the long silence following his cult, 
Gheorghiu-Dej is now regarded as a leader who had “undeniable 
merits” but also committed “grave excesses and serious errors.” 

Though only Draghici was expelled from the leading bodies, 
there is no doubt that the three old-timers in the Politburo in 1954— 
Stoica, Apostol, and Bodnaras—are also bound to lose their promi- 
nent positions sooner or later. The resolution of the plenary meeting 
stated that they also bore “great responsibility” for approving the 
decision to execute Patrascanu. The implication is that their careers 
are now Virtually closed.* 

At the same time Ceausescu, who claims that in 1956 at a stormy 
Politburo session he warned against the abuse of the secret police 
and the lack of party control, is trying hard to project himself as a 
pacemaker of “democratization” in addition to being a torchbearer 
of nationalism. The rehabilitations lend some credibility to his em- 
phatic assurances that “no citizen can be arrested without well- 
founded and proven cause” and “no one should be afraid of being 
arrested before returning home from his job.” 

As Ceausescu and his associates pushed Rumania along the road 
of independence faster than even the most hopeful Rumanian na- 
tionalists had bargained for, the discord with Moscow gradually 
permeated almost every major international issue. The new leaders 
multiplied and broadened their rebellious moves, and with each 
successive victory, their voices took on a harsher note of criticism in 
deviating from or, more frequently, clashing with Soviet foreign 
policy. 

The breathing spell after Gheorghiu-Dej’s death was in fact only a 
deceptive calm; it gave Ceausescu time to “put his house in order.” 


* The rehabilitation process was brought to its logical conclusion in September 
1968 when the Supreme Court annulled the sentences against Vasile Luca, the 
former Deputy Premier and Secretary of the Central Committee in 1952, and 
three other high party functionaries as “groundless and unjustified.” Thus Luca, 
Pauker, and Georgescu, like Gheorghiu-Dej are likely to rank in the often 
promised but not yet published party history as leaders who committed “serious 
errors” but were not “traitors.” 
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In the spring of 1966, the Rumanians not only rejected public Soviet 
demands for strengthening political and military cooperation, but 
also launched a sustained campaign to transform the Warsaw Pact 
from an instrument of Soviet hegemony into a “partnership of 
equals.” The Rumanian offensive evolved on three different, inter- 
connected planes. There were first of all Ceausescu’s defiantly 
nationalistic speeches in which he again and again evoked a sense 
of identity with a mythical past and proclaimed: “The Rumanian 
people have taken their fate in their own hands and we have got 
everything we need.” This wave of exuberant nationalism reached 
its crescendo in his famous speech of May 7, on the forty-fifth anni- 
versary of the founding of the Rumanian Communist Party, which 
combined a sweeping indictment of the Comintern’s interference in 
Rumanian party affairs with a passionate commitment to “national 
re-awakening” and the right of each party to run its own affairs at 
home and in foreign policy. Three days later a worried Brezhnev 
made an unannounced visit to Bucharest. (Subsequent develop- 
ments made it clear that his mission failed. ) 

The next two months saw a series of meetings held by the Foreign 
and Defense ministers of the Warsaw Pact states to prepare a forth- 
coming summit meeting of the Political Consultative Committee, 
the supreme organ of the alliance. These conferences, which were 
unprecedentedly long and intense, provided the second main plane 
on which the Rumanian campaign against Soviet preponderance 
developed. The Soviet leaders had hoped that American “aggression” 
against North Vietnam and the alleged expansionist plans of the 
“revenge-seeking aggressive German militarists” would help to forge 
a greater degree of cohesion and tighten Soviet control in Eastern 
Europe. Brezhnev and most of his allies in the East European 
capitals pressed for “increased vigilance” and a “perfecting” of the 
Warsaw Pact organization. Accordingly, the preparatory conferences 
for the summit meeting were devoted to two main topics: the 
strengthening of the multilateral and supranational character of the 
Warsaw Pact and the drawing-up of a sharply worded policy state- 
ment attacking the German Federal Republic as the main source of 
political tensions in Europe. 

The third aspect of the Rumanian opposition to these plans was 
a faultlessly orchestrated policy of deliberate leaks, followed by 
half-hearted denials coupled with meaningful hints, which be- 
wildered and infuriated their allies. In his speech of May 7, 
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Ceausescu described the existence of military blocs, of the station- 
ing of troops on foreign soil as “an anachronism incompatible with 
the independence and national sovereignty of the peoples and 
normal relations among states.” The statement was by no means a 
novel departure in Rumanian foreign policy. What alerted the 
attention of observers was the fact that the Secretary General con- 
nected the abolition of military blocs so emphatically with national 
independence, that he failed to refer to Rumania’s role in the Warsaw 
Pact, and that his generally militant speech was followed by Brezh- 
nev’s trip to Bucharest. 

Nine days later, on May 16, “mysterious” leaks from Moscow re- 
vealed that Rumania had submitted proposals to its allies for a 
sweeping reorganization of the Warsaw Pact. These were said to 
include demands for the evacuation of Soviet troops from foreign 
territories, the termination of contributions by other member states 
to the cost of troop stationing, a periodic rotation of the supreme 
command, and more influence on decision-making with regard to 
nuclear responsibilities. Thirty-six hours later a Foreign Minister 
spokesman in Bucharest denied that a note had been sent. The re- 
ports, particularly about the withdrawal of Soviet troops, were said 
to be “unfounded.” 

The denials were, however, ambiguous: “As long as NATO 
exists, there will have to be a Warsaw Pact, but Rumanian policy is 
to work for the relaxation of tensions and the abolition of all military 
blocs.” This restatement of the well-known Rumanian position was 
coupled with a deliberate stress on the character of the pact as an 
alliance of independent states where binding decisions could be 
made only unanimously. To complete the masterly exercise in semi- 
denials and semiconfirmations, the Bucharest correspondent of the 
Yugoslav news agency Tanjug was told that there was no formal 
denial because in that case all foreign correspondents would have 
been informed. As regards the statements made to a handful of 
Western reporters, “these were merely conversations to deepen their 
understanding of Rumania’s attitude to military blocs.”3? 

While the delicate negotiations to prepare the Warsaw Pact sum- 
mit meeting were in full swing in Moscow, the Rumanian leaders 
played host to both Marshal Tito and Chinese Premier Chou En-lai. 
Tito paid his first formal visit to Rumania since the end of 1947 just 
before Ceausescu’s speech of May 7. Chou En-lai made a “friendship 
visit” at the head of a party and state delegation in June, although 
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the Chinese leadership had indignantly refused to dispatch delega- 
tions to the party congresses held earlier in the Soviet Union, 
Czechoslovakia, and Outer Mongolia. 

The visit enhanced the international prestige of Rumania, which 
alone of the member states of the Warsaw Pact had managed to 
maintain “cordial relations” with China. But Chou En-lai’s eight-day 
stay subjected the “marriage of convenience” to a severe test. The 
Rumanians staunchly rejected the Chinese Premier’s attempts to use 
Bucharest as a rostrum for launching attacks against the Soviet 
Union. They censored their guests’ speeches as ruthlessly and as 
scrupulously as they did the statements made by the Soviet leaders, 
insisting that Chou abstain from open or covert polemics and threat- 
ening to call off the final festive “friendship meeting” if he did not 
accede to their ultimative demands. In the end, after the audience 
had waited in suspense for almost two hours (an event without 
precedent in Communist Rumania), the furious Chinese Jeader gave 
way and made an impromptu noncommittal speech. The fact that 
no joint communique was published but only a press notice stating 
that “during the exchange of opinions each side expressed its re- 
spective viewpoints,” indicated that the visit had ended in discord. 

The Chinese disillusionment with the Rumanian policy of “sitting 
on two chairs” was reflected in several meaningful hints dropped by 
Chou En-lai and his Albanian friends when Chou proceeded from 
Rumania to Tirana. No longer under constraint, he poured abuse on 
the “Soviet revisionists” and obliquely reminded the Rumanians 
that “the struggle against modern revisionism, as against imperial- 
ism, is a matter of principle, which allows no double attitudes.” 
Albanian Premier Shehu spoke disparagingly about “acrobatic 
politicians who mask their revisionism under the guise of neutral- 
ity.” 

Chinese-Rumanian relations have never recovered from the shock 
of the near debacle in Bucharest. Relations have remained correct, 
but distinctly cooler than before. Reciprocal self-interest has re- 
strained the ruling group in Peking from openly criticizing the 
Rumanians, and Premier Maurer, accompanied by several high- 
ranking leaders, has paid at least three visits to Peking since June 
1966, indicating the keen Rumanian interest in keeping the channels 
of communication open. But in contrast to his previous missions in 
1964, none of these visits was publicly announced. 

The Rumanians have succeeded in maintaining their tenuous con- 
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tacts with China and Albania throughout the period of their spec- 
tacular foreign policy initiatives in Europe and the Middle East— 
initiatives that by no stretch of the imagination can be reconciled 
with China’s official posture. Perhaps even more important, the 
Rumanian leaders have strengthened their position with Moscow by 
standing up to Chinese pressures. The discord during Chou En- 
lai’s visit provided irrefutable evidence that their policy of strict 
non-alignment in the Moscow-Peking conflict was meant to be taken 
seriously by both sides. 

As one of the deputy Foreign Ministers in Bucharest put it to me 
on the eve of the Warsaw Pact summit meeting: “We are neither 
neutralists nor nationalists, but Rumanian Communists. People in 
Moscow and in the West, and elsewhere, have overlooked this simple 
fact—perhaps for an unduly long period. We have to represent our 
national Rumanian interests and—if necessary—protect them.” 

It was in this spirit that at the Bucharest session of the Political 
Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact in July 1966 the Ru- 
manians set out to frustrate Soviet attempts designed to strengthen 
military cooperation and to restore a greater degree of discipline 
and unity in the foreign policy of the members. 

From the outset, the committee, the supreme organ of the Warsaw 
Pact and as such the single most important institutional device for 
maintaining Soviet military control over Eastern Europe, had failed 
to be an effective instrument of joint policy-making. From May 
1955 when it was founded until mid-1966, it had held only seven 
regular sessions, although the statutes provided for “conferences 
held according to necessity but at least twice a year.” The key posi- 
tions~supreme commander, chief of the general staff, and Secretary 
General—were always held by Soviet marshals and functionaries. 
Yet the Soviet Union was never able to use the Pact as a potent 
weapon in either preventing or responding effectively to Albania’s 
rebellion and Rumanian acts of defiance. 

The eighth session in Bucharest, held eighteen months after the 
previous meeting, resulted in a precarious modus vivendi that was 
little more than an agreement to disagree. After acrimonious 
debates at the numerous preparatory conferences, the Russians re- 
luctantly decided to bury temporarily their ambitious design of 
improving military and political coordination through new 
organizational arrangements. The seven member states published a 
joint resolution condemning American “aggression” against North 
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Vietnam and expressing willingness to send volunteers if and when 
they were requested by Hanoi. A nineteen-page declaration about 
the European situation, formulated in the habitually turgid prose of 
Communist policy statements, was clearly the result of a compromise. 
Altogether the document in some ways resembled the ill-fated 
Moscow Declaration of 1960, issued by the eighty-one Communist 
parties. Each signatory could make use of different paragraphs to 
justify diametrically opposed policies, but the lack of any reference 
to closer military integration within the framework of the Warsaw 
Pact represented a major concession to the Rumanians. A high Ru- 
manian official privately remarked, “We are an independent and 
sovereign member of the Pact, in the same way that France remains 
in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. But our army has, of 
course, its own national command, and no supranational head- 
quarters can interfere in the affairs of or give orders to the Ruman- 
ian armed forces.” 

Behind the scenes the delicate issue of the competences and 
structure of the Supreme United Command of the Warsaw Pact has 
remained on the agenda. The text of the Warsaw Treaty (Article 
5) states only that a united command will be created for “those 
parts of the armed forces (of each member country ) which as agreed 
between the signatories are placed at the disposal of the united 
command acting on the basis of principles established in common.” 
With the exception of the East German army, it does not specify 
whether all or part of the armed forces of the signatories are inte- 
grated, nor does it contain any stipulations about the possibility of 
withdrawal or revision of the treaty. The Defense Ministers of the 
member states are automatically deputies of the Supreme Com- 
mander. But there is no stipulation about a permanent Soviet com- 
mander, nor are there any references to the possibility of a rotation. 

The Treaty’s ambiguity and brevity has naturally provided an 
escape hatch. When the death of Marshal Malinovsky, the Soviet 
Defense Minister, in March 1967 necessitated a reshuffle in the 
Soviet High Command, and thus also in the Supreme Command of 
the Warsaw Pact forces, the Rumanians appear to have raised ob- 
jections to the appointment of a third Soviet general in succession as 
head of the united command. The hitherto Supreme Commander, 
Marshal Grechko, was appointed Soviet Defense Minister on April 
13, and the same day the promotion of General Jakubovsky to the 
rank of Marshal and first Deputy Defense Minister was officially 
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announced. There was, however, a three-month delay before Marshal 
Jakubovsky was confirmed as new Supreme Commander of the 
Pact forces. In June the news of his appointment was released, to be 
revoked only a few hours later by the official Hungarian news 
agency. Soon after this unusual occurrence, Ceausescu, at a party 
meeting in Brasov, for the first time referred to the necessity that 
each member country “have its own command able to answer any 
call.”40 

Though in August 1967 Rumanian army units, for the first time 
in four years, participated in joint military maneuvers with Soviet 
and Bulgarian troops in Bulgaria, the Rumanian leadership con- 
tinued to balk at any measures that in its opinion were an infringe- 
ment of national sovereignty. Significantly, on the eve of the 
spectacular foreign policy debate in the Bucharest parliament that 
summer, a Pravda editorial stressed the “tremendous” political 
significance of the Warsaw Pact and Comecon. At a time when 
imperialism was seeking to weaken the bonds between the socialist 
countries, the article said, these states saw their participation in the 
Warsaw Pact not as some “formal presence” but as “a live, creative 
and working cooperation in military and political matters.” The 
truth is, however, that Rumania’s adherence to the Pact has become 
increasingly a “formal presence.” As Ceausescu put it, “a country 
deprived of part of its national prerogatives ceases to be free and 
sovereign,” while Presidium member Chivu Stoica referred to “the 
full exercising of sovereign rights of each socialist country over the 
levers of leadership covering its entire territory” and to “the inad- 
missibility of renunciation of any constitutional attribute of a socialist 
state.”*1 It is evident that such terms as “all the levers” and “con- 
stitutional attributes” were intended to cover not only economic- 
decision-making (as in the April 1964 declaration) but also military 
command and foreign policy. 

Rumanian sources have “leaked” information about dissatisfaction 
with the high cost of partly outmoded equipment provided by the 
Soviet suppliers, and Defense Minister Ionita has revealed that the 
country has begun to develop its own armaments industry in order 
to save foreign currency for the purchase of weapons systems that 
Rumania cannot manufacture. In early 1968, the Rumanians bought 
six British jet airliners for their civil aviation fleet, lending some 
credence to the rumor that in time they may also buy arms in 
Western Europe. 
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The year 1967 saw a series of momentous changes in Rumanian 
foreign policy. Responding to the more imaginative and forward- 
looking “Eastern policy” of the new West German coalition govern- 
ment, Rumania on January 31, 1967, split with its Warsaw Pact 
allies on the single, most important issue of European politics and 
re-established diplomatic relations with the German Federal Re- 
public. To justify this significant departure, the Rumanian leaders 
referred to the Bucharest declaration of the Warsaw Pact in July 
1966, which called for the development of multilateral and bilateral 
relations between European countries regardless of differences in 
social systems. They also claimed that the move marked the end of 
the Federal Republic’s so-called Hallstein doctrine, which threatened 
reprisals, including the breaking of diplomatic relations, with any 
country that recognized the East German “Democratic Republic.” 

The resumption of formal relations between Bonn and Bucha- 
rest was a daring violation of bloc discipline and posed a serious 
threat to the very core of the Soviet power sphere. The essence of 
the West German-Rumanian deal was the agreement to disagree on 
certain basic aspects of the German question, without regarding 
these differences as an unsurmountable obstacle. Thus Chancellor 
Kiesinger told the West German parliament that the agreement had 
in no way altered his government's right to speak for the whole 
German people, while a statement issued in Bucharest reiterated the 
Rumanian position on the existence of two German states and 
emphasized that their existence had to be recognized if European 
cooperation and a favorable political climate were to develop. 

While the Rumanian Foreign Minister was still in West Germany 
after the formal announcement of the resumption of diplomatic 
relations, the East German press for the first time overtly and di- 
rectly criticized a “fraternal” country for failing to safeguard 
European security. The party organ, Neues Deutschland, bluntly 
stated that the attitude of the Rumanian Foreign Minister was de- 
plorable, because he was obviously not willing to reject the West 
Germans’ presumptuous claim to represent the whole German 
people. The editorial also quoted the Bucharest declaration, which 
said that the interests of peace and security demanded that the 
West German rulers recognize the existence of two German states 
and renounce any claims to the revision of borders and to represent- 
ing the whole of Germany. These demands were not, however, put 
as a precondition for the establishment of diplomatic relations with 
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the Federal Republic, and the Rumanians could and did quote other 
paragraphs from the declaration in favor of normal relations and 
relaxation of tensions in Europe. 

It is a matter of conjecture whether the attacks from East Berlin, 
followed by broadsides from Warsaw, which did not mention 
Rumania by name, were launched without the knowledge of or, as 
some observers speculated, even against the wishes of the Soviet 
leaders. The Rumanians immediately rejected the East German in- 
sinuations, which, “in contrast to the positive response evoked in 
international public opinion, distorted the meaning and character” 
of the agreement. “Is the author of the article perhaps unaware 
that the foreign policy of a socialist state is laid down by the party 
and the government of the country in question and that they have 
to account only to their people and nation?” a scathing editorial in 
Scinteia asked, and added, “The attempt of the newspaper [Neues 
Deutschland] to set itself up as a foreign political adviser to another 
state and to interfere in the internal affairs of another country do not 
serve the cause of friendship and collaboration between socialist 
countries; on the contrary they harm these relations.”4# 

It became clear that the “go-it-alone” Rumanian initiative, signifi- 
cant though it was, would be less important in the long run than the 
effects that followed the cracking open of the whole facade of bloc 
solidarity, East Germany feared the specter of a rapid isolation from 
the rest of Eastern Europe, should the Rumanian example spark a 
chain reaction in Prague, Budapest, and Sofia who already counted 
West Germany one of their leading non-Communist trading part- 
ners, At the initiative of the East German and Polish leaders, a 
conference of the Warsaw Pact foreign ministers was hastily con- 
vened on February 8, 1967, in Warsaw. The Rumanians objected to 
East Berlin as meeting place and sent only a Deputy Foreign 
Minister. In a sense, the conference was an anti-climax since Ru- 
mania, ignoring East German pleas, threats, and warnings, had 
already presented its partners with a fait accompli. The commu- 
nique about the “friendly exchange of views” in connection with 
the European situation failed to mention the German question at 
all. 

To forestall the disruptive effects of the Rumanian move, East 
Germany swiftly concluded bilateral treaties with Poland and 
Czechoslovakia in the spring, followed a few months later by similar 
treaties with Hungary and Bulgaria. Almost simultaneously, the 
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Soviet Union renewed—well ahead of their dates of expiration— 
friendship treaties with Bulgaria and Hungary. 

The concerted efforts of the East Germans and Poles, seconded 
by the Kremlin which remained outwardly in the background, 
succeeded in frustrating further West German initiatives in the 
sphere of Soviet influence. But the resumption of diplomatic ties 
between Bonn and Belgrade in January 1968 (broken off unilaterally 
by Bonn as a reprisal for Yugoslavia’s recognition of East Germany in 
1957), tremendously strengthened Rumania’s moral position in re- 
gard to the recognition of West Germany, Rumania also reaped 
international prestige and tangible benefits from its relations with 
the Federal Republic, which is now its second largest trading part- 
ner after the Soviet Union. Trade exchanges in 1967 increased by 42 
per cent. There was, however, a steadily growing Rumanian deficit, 
which amounted to almost 180 million dollars in the 1963-66 period 
and is estimated to have risen by a further 120 million dollars in 
1967. The German government raised the limit on credits granted to 
Rumania, and promised to provide new possibilities for larger Ru- 
manian sales to West Germany. The agreements on economic and 
scientific-technical cooperation, signed during the visit of Foreign 
Minister Willy Brandt to Bucharest in the summer of 1967, were 
also expected to contribute to the alleviation of the Rumanian 
deficit. 

But regardless of the short-term advantages, the real significance 
of the establishment of diplomatic relations with Bonn lay in the 
transition from an essentially defensive stance within the bloc to an 
aggressively active and truly nationally motivated foreign policy, 
which in turn transformed a “quarrel in the family” into a public 
discord affecting crucial issues of the day. 

A new major area of disagreement arose after the Arab-Israeli 
war. Once again the Rumanian leadership correctly perceived the 
underlying trends and showed a profound appreciation of the im- 
plications of new military technology and its effects upon inter- 
national politics. Even during the period preceding the six-day war 
the Rumanian mass media took a moderate line of non-interference, 
in contrast to the other Communist countries. 

The vindication of this policy constituted if not the most sub- 
stantial certainly the most publicized victory of Rumania’s inde- 
pendent course. When East European leaders, including Marshal 
Tito, gathered in Moscow on June 9, 1967, Ceausescu and Maurer 
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refused to sign the joint statement condemning “Israeli aggression,” 
and the Rumanian representatives stayed away altogether from the 
Budapest summit meeting one month later. Alone among the East 
European states Rumania continued to maintain diplomatic re- 
lations with Israel. 

The Rumanian position, spelled out in a moderate and masterful 
speech by Premier Maurer at the UN General Assembly, was an act 
of remarkable audacity. But it tremendously enhanced Rumania’s 
prestige in the world and aroused admiration at home. 

To underline both the unity of the top leadership and popular 
backing for the country’s flamboyantly independent course, a 
brilliantly managed special session of the Rumanian parliament, 
devoted exclusively to questions of foreign policy, was convened 
July 24-26. In the presence of many foreign journalists, lured to 
Bucharest after meaningful hints had been dropped by Rumanian 
diplomats in virtually every European capital, the debate, while ad- 
mittedly staged, nevertheless reflected the general mood of a country 
proud and mesmerized by the world attention riveted on its deft 
diplomacy. 

There were no sensations, let alone a dramatic break with the 
Warsaw Pact. Yet the session served notice to friend and foe that 
the “go-it-alone” moves on the Middle East conflict and the German 
question were facets of a coherent, considered, “principled and 
consequent” foreign policy, a policy that, in the words of Premier 
Maurer, was fashioned “by our own will and by no other consider- 
ations, be they of a geographic, economic, or military nature.” In 
his speech, Ceausescu openly criticized Arab saber rattling: “We 
wish honestly to tell our Arab friends that we do not understand and 
do not share the position of those circles that speak in favor of the 
liquidation of the state of Israel. We do not wish to give advice to 
anybody, but the lessons of history show that no people can achieve 
their national and social aspirations against the right to existence of 
another people.” 

During subsequent months, Rumanian diplomacy performed the 
unique feat of dispatching high-level delegations to the Arab coun- 
tries offering shipments of badly needed wheat as a gift and sending 
Foreign Trade Minister Ciora to Tel Aviv, the first East European 
official of ministerial rank ever to visit Israel. Intensified economic 
cooperation between the two countries had actually begun before 
the war when Israeli Finance Minister Shapir visited Bucharest in 
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April and signed a trade agreement providing for a substantial in- 
crease of from 5 million dollars in 1966 to 17 million dollars in 1967 
and setting up of a mixed economic commission. During Ciora’s 
return visit, a new trade protocol was signed for an increase to well 
over 30 million dollars per annum during the years 1968-70. A num- 
ber of ambitious agreements covering the establishment of joint 
industrial enterprises in Rumania and direct air links were also con- 
cluded. In sum, Rumania cashed handsome dividends because its 
policy in the Middle East, as indeed everywhere else, was guided 
by calculated self-interest. An additional, secondary factor that in- 
fluenced the country’s pragmatic attitude toward the Middle East 
crisis was the presence of an estimated 300,000 people of Rumanian 
origin in Israel, which apparently contributes to the attraction of 
the country as a promising market for Rumanian products. As a 
small but significant gesture, Rumania’s Chief Rabbi, Moses Rosen, 
at the end of 1967 paid an official visit to Israel bringing as a gift of 
the Rumanian government three thousand Torah scrolls. 

To complete the act of delicate tightrope walking in the Middle 
East, Rumania’s representative participated in the Belgrade meet- 
ing of the East European Deputy Premiers in early September and 
the Foreign Ministers’ conference in mid-December in Warsaw, both 
devoted to Middle East problems. In startling contrast to the general 
line of the Soviet bloc, however, the communiques issued on both 
occasions avoided the condemnation of Israel as an “aggressor” and 
were couched in moderate words. This was the price of Rumanian 
participation; and the Rumanians remained reluctant to endorse 
any formal commitment of economic or military aid to the Arab 
countries. 

The spectacular gains in Rumania’s international standing were 
reflected in the audience granted by President Johnson to Premier 
Maurer in late June and the unanimous election of Foreign Minister 
Manescu as President of the UN General Assembly in the autumn, 
the first representative of a Communist country to attain this posi- 
tion. 

Strengthened in their determination to carry forward their self- 
assertive foreign policy, the Rumanians expressed firm and detailed 
opposition to the Soviet-American sponsored project of a nuclear 
non-proliferation draft treaty, which, as Ceausescu and other leaders 
stressed, without built-in safeguards, “would only sanction the 
division of the world into nuclear and non-nuclear states.” The 
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Rumanian objections and demands centered on the access of the 
non-nuclear countries to the peaceful use of nuclear power; the 
granting of adequate security guarantees by the big powers; the 
application of equal controls to nuclear and non-nuclear states; 
assurances that the control mechanism would not hamstring research 
and operations for peaceful use of nuclear energy; and precise 
obligations for the nuclear powers to undertake definite disarma- 
ment measures. In sum, Rumania insisted—and its position was 
strikingly similar to that of West Germany, India, Sweden, Brazil, 
and Japan—that the big powers had no right to impose nuclear dis- 
armament on their own terms. 

In accord with the Rumanian thesis about the increasingly active 
role of the “small and medium states” in world politics, the represen- 
tative of the Bucharest government in the eighteen-member dis- 
armament commission at Geneva several times submitted a series of 
important amendments to the draft treaty. Though the Soviet and 
American cosponsors of the treaty revised the original draft to meet 
the objections of the nuclear “have-nots,” the Rumanian delegate 
along with the other opponents of the move insisted that further 
amendments were necessary. These objections were upheld at the 
summit meeting of the Warsaw Pact in Sofia (March 6-7, 1968) 
almost twenty months after the previous conference. 

It was at this meeting that the Rumanian leaders for the first 
time abstained from signing a formal Warsaw Pact document. The 
statement supporting the non-proliferation treaty was issued by 
only six of the seven participating delegations, an obstruction without 
parallel in the thirteen-year history of the pact. The Rumanian 
delegation did sign the declaration condemning the “criminal actions 
of the American imperialists” against North Vietnam, but this only 
helped to accentuate the fact that, aside from Vietnam, Rumania 
had followed a “special” line on almost every major international 
issue. The omission from the official communique of such crucial 
problems as those of European security and Germany made clear 
how deep the divergences were.* 

The show of disunity at the Warsaw Pact summit meeting followed 
by only one week the Rumanian delegation’s spectacular walkout 
from the conference of sixty-six Communist parties held in Budapest. 
The Rumanian Communists had held all along to their position of 


* After the Soviet Union and the United States jointly tabled some minor 
amendments, Rumania eventually in mid-1968 also signed the non-proliferation 
treaty. 
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non-alignment and strict neutrality in the Moscow-Peking conflict. 
When, eighteen months after the rump conference of eighteen 
parties in Moscow in March 1965 (which the Rumanians did not 
attend), the Soviet leaders and their associates launched a new 
campaign for a full-dress world Communist conference on the pat- 
tern of the 1960 meeting, the Rumanian leaders cautioned time and 
again that they should “undertake absolutely nothing that could 
add new elements of tension, absolutely nothing that would lead 
to a worsening of the relations between the Communist and Workers’ 
parties.”#8 In April 1967 the Rumanian party along with the Yugo- 
slav and several non-ruling parties refused to participate at the 
Karlovy Vary meeting of European Communist parties because it 
did not agree with the “character, procedure, and purpose” of the 
conference. 

It therefore came as a surprise when the Central Committee of 
the Rumanian party decided to send a delegation to the international 
consultative meeting held between February 26 and March 5, 1968 
in Budapest. As the Rumanians had refused to sign the call issued 
the previous autumn by the eighteen members of the erstwhile pre- 
paratory commission of the 1960 meeting, the acceptance of the 
Hungarian invitation seemed to indicate a mellowing of the Ru- 
manian stance. Yet the catalogue of conditions attached to the de- 
cision to participate revealed the profoundly subversive character 
of the tactics publicly proclaimed by the party leadership: the 
Budapest meeting should have a purely consultative character as a 
forum for the exchange of views and not make decisions about the 
place and time of the world conference; all parties should participate 
in “thorough” preparations for the conference, including at least 
one further consultative meeting; and, most important, the con- 
sultative meeting and the international conference to follow it should 
not “in any way” discuss or criticize the internal or international 
policy of any fraternal party, present or absent at the conference.** 

The Albanian party organ in a scathing commentary on the 
“revisionist gathering” (though without naming “the revisionists 
who pose as autonomous”) aptly summed up the real meaning of 
the Rumanian stance: “These ideas [non-interference, full autonomy 
of each party] not only surpass the revisionist ideas of Togliatti’s 
polycentrism, but suggest that each party should become a center 
in itself. In other words, this means allowing not only one or two 
interpretations of our revolutionary theory, but tens if not hun- 
dreds,”45 
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From the very beginning it was obvious that an acceptance of 
these conditions would have made even a “discussion of the con- 
crete problems of the struggle against imperialism” impossible, since 
these very issues lay at the heart of the Sino-Soviet conflict. On the 
third day of the meeting, after the Syrian delegate directly attacked 
the Rumanian party’s Middle East policy, the Rumanian delegation 
staged a dramatic walkout. The next day, March 1, a Central Com- 
mittee plenum in Bucharest approved the walkout. 

Whether the Rumanians came to Budapest prepared to state their 
case and then depart in dramatic style, or whether the Russians, 
working through their Syrian friend, deliberately drove them out is 
still not clear. In any case, the rupture impressively underlined the 
fact that, despite the arithmetic majority Moscow had mustered 
for the Budapest meeting, exactly half the ruling parties (those of 
China, Albania, North Viemam, North Korea, Yugoslavia, Cuba, and 
Rumania) were, for different reasons, absent from the most impor- 
tant international Communist gathering held in eight years. 

Thus by the spring of 1968, Rumania’s insistence on absolute 
equality and full freedom of action had led to a series of more or 
less spectacular clashes in both interstate and interparty relations 
with Moscow. 

There is no doubt that Khrushchev’s successors also sought to 
pressure Rumania—albeit in a less heavy-handed way. In a series of 
speeches and statements, particularly following February 1967, the 
Rumanian leaders pleaded and warned that “differences of opinion 
should not be carried to the extreme of influencing economic rela- 
tions.”4° At the December 1967 national party conference, Ceau- 
sescu for the first time mentioned that “long-term trade agreements 
are sometimes not strictly implemented, which affects economic 
collaboration adversely and hampers long-term economic planning.” 
Shortly afterward, a communique issued about the visit of a high- 
level Rumanian delegation to Moscow mentioned that an exchange 
of views had also taken place with regard to “the fulfillment of pre- 
vious agreements.” According to sources in Bucharest, the contro- 
versies arose over Soviet failure to deliver raw materials (primarily 
iron ore and coke) contracted under long-term trade agreements, 
and also to purchase the originally agrecd volume of oil-extraction 
and electrical equipment as well as chemical products from Ru- 
mania. 

The Soviet share of Rumanian foreign trade shrank from 42 per 
cent in 1964 to less than 27 per cent in 1967, and the over-all share 
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of the Comecon partners, including Russia, from 72 per cent in 1960 
to less than 50 per cent in 1967. 

Barring a ruinous intervention, it will be virtually impossible 
for the Soviet Union to whip the Rumanians back into line. The 
Russians’ best response to the increasingly dangerous challenge ap- 
pears to be to work for a higher degree of cohesion among a smaller 
number of the ruling parties, and thus to isolate Rumania. Parallel- 
ing to some extent the relationship between France and NATO, 
Rumania’s formal presence in the Warsaw Pact and Comecon is 
no longer regarded as an obstacle to closer cooperation within the 
“inner core” of the Soviet power sphere. Rumanian leaders were 
significantly not invited to the hastily convoked summit meeting of 
the six other Warsaw Pact countries held in Dresden on March 23, 
1968. 

There is, however, an Achilles heel to the buoyant Rumanian na- 
tionalism—the status and role of Rumania’s large Hungarian minor- 
ity. Rumania is today a far more homogeneous country than it was 
before World War II; the proportion of ethnic Rumanians (always 
according to the official figures) has risen from 72 to almost 88 per 
cent of the 19.1 million population. The second largest, Germans 
(that is, the descendants of the Saxon and Swabian settlers from the 
Middle Ages), number just under 400,000, while ten other national- 
ities, including Serbs, Ukrainians, Bulgarians, amount to less than 
2 per cent of the population. But for historical, political, emotional, 
and numerical reasons, the compact Hungarian minority associated 
with another, neighboring, country is another matter. 

We have seen in Chapter II the roots of the old and bitter quarrels 
between Hungary and Rumania over Transylvania. After the Ru- 
manians succeeded in regaining Northern Transylvania in 1945 and 
the Communists seized power in both countries, a good start was 
made to heal the wounds of the recent past and to accord not only 
verbal but truly equal rights and opportunities to the minority. 
The Rumanian Constitution of 1952 provided for the establishment 
of a Hungarian autonomous region where the Hungarians accounted 
for 78 per cent of the 700,000 population. 

The Hungarian uprising in 1956 and its manifold repercussions, 
however, made the regime in Bucharest aware of the danger that 
Transylvania might become an opposition stronghold in both a 
national and a political sense. The elimination of the “alien elements” 
in the top Rumanian leadership also contributed to a gradual reap- 
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praisal of the Hungarian question. The shift toward a policy of 
assimilation became evident in July 1959 when the Hungarian 
Bolyai university in Cluj, the principal city in Transylvania, was 
merged with the Rumanian Babes university. This measure, which 
aroused a mixture of fear and resentment among the Hungarians, 
was the beginning of the gradual process of introducing Rumanian 
as the exclusive language of education, the law courts, and public 
services. The second blow fell in 1960, when the autonomous area 
was renamed “Mures-Hungarian autonomous region” and, through 
an administrative reorganization, the proportion of Hungarians was 
reduced from 78 to 62 per cent of the population. Finally, in the 
course of the sweeping 1967 administrative reform, the autonomous 
region was completely abolished and replaced by three newly set 
up counties. It was, however, stressed that the full equality of the 
nationalities and the use of their mother tongues would, as before, be 
ensured in the state administration and in educational and cultural 
institutions. 

There is no overt discrimination against the minorities. Officials 
produce impressive figures to show that the nationalities are 
adequately represented in the legislative organs from top to bottom, 
that their spokesmen sit in the policy-making party bodies, that 
there are large-circulation newspapers and periodicals published in 
Hungarian, German, and Serb. Nevertheless there is a curious duality 
in much of the life in Transylvania between appearance and reality. 
Read the official handouts and the Hungarian-language papers 
(generally a verbatim copy of the Rumanian newspapers), and you 
are in a country where all forms of national discrimination have 
been stamped out, and the 1.6 million Hungarians,‘7 the Germans, 
and the other minorities are working hand in hand in the interests 
of their common fatherland. Talk to the people in the cities and 
the picturesque villages, and you have crossed the border into a land 
where racial animosities and dissatisfactions still smolder. 

The fundamental cause of the trouble appears to lie not so much 
in particular grievances as in reciprocal suspicion. Many Rumanians 
feel inferior to and mistrustful of the Hungarians. Educated Hun- 
garians still often regard themselves as socially superior to Ruma- 
nians. There are nevertheless many mixed marriages, and in their 
public statements the leading Rumanian officials repeatedly stress 
the full equality of all citizens without regard to ethnic origin. 
Ceausescu has visited the Hungarian regions several times, and at 
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the party conference in December 1967 Deputy Premier Janos 
Fazekas, an ethnic Hungarian, was promoted to full membership 
in the Executive Committee. 

Yet for all the official efforts, one detects over a series of visits a 
deterioration of the atmosphere in Transylvania. This is partly due 
to the dynamics of the “Rominia Romanilor’ (“Rumania first” ) 
line, which has propelled the nation as such into the center of all 
political pronouncements. It is difficult to judge whether the influx 
of so many Rumanians into areas and urban centers that were pre- 
viously overwhelmingly Hungarian and the transfer of ethnic Hun- 
garian experts to relatively distant locations in Moldavia and 
Wallachia are merely the natural population shifts that accompany 
rapid industrialization, or whether they also represent a deliberate, 
politically motivated policy. The important point is that many Hun- 
garians feel that political motives play a part and, rightly or wrongly, 
discern a covert threat posed to their national identity. The fact 
that the key positions (for instance, even that of First Party Secretary 
in the former Hungarian autonomous region) are generally held by 
Rumanians hardly allays apprehension. It would be unfair, however, 
to lend credence to the complaints privately voiced by Hungarian 
chauvinists in both Transylvania and Budapest that the Hungarians 
have been deprived of their right to exist as a distinct nationality 
with individual traditions. The existence of Hungarian theaters and 
even of an opera alongside a Rumanian sister institution in Cluj 
prove the contrary. But it is equally evident that the Rumanians, who 
are now said to comprise 65 per cent of Transylvania’s population 
(as against 53 per cent in 1910), are by and large the governing 
class. 

What makes the entire problem even inore delicate is Rumania’s 
relationship with Hungary proper. Visitors to Eastern Europe are 
often surprised that Communist regimes born in the same period 
and with so many common features, facing the same problems of 
economic and social evolution, should have so few ties. When there 
is, however, a large minority in one country associated with a 
neighboring country, it is inevitable that mutual dissatisfaction over 
isolation should be diverted into national channels. Irksome con- 
trols on travel outside Rumania affect both ordinary Rumanians 
and the Hungarian minority. Yet in the case of the ethnic Hungar- 
ians in Transylvania the difficulties in obtaining permits to travel 
to Hungary proper cannot be explained by the habitual pretext of 
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foreign exchange difficulties. Although almost every Hungarian fam- 
ily has relatives on the other side of the border, the over-all 
number of tourists (including ethnic Rumanians) traveling to 
Hungary was only 70,000 in 1966 and 1967. A mere 15,000 people 
from the regions of Cluj and the formerly autonomous area made 
trips to Hungary in 1966—out of a total of 700,000 Hungarians in 
these regions.*® By comparison, the number of visitors between 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia in both directions is almost ten times 
greater, although the Hungarian minority in Slovakia is less than 
one-third of that in Rumania. The same is true of the half-million 
Hungarians in Yugoslavia. 

The contrast between the fate of Hungarians living in Rumania 
and those in the two other Communist countries is repeatedly 
stressed in private by Hungarian officials. Other complaints concern 
the absence of newspapers, magazines, and novels from Hungary 
proper in Transylvania (as distinct from the output by ethnic Hun- 
garian writers residing in Transylvania itself and translations from 
the Rumanian). On several trips to Transylvania, I found it easier 
to buy “bourgeois” French or West German newspapers than Com- 
munist publications from Budapest. The so-called cultural exchange 
between the two neighboring countries, meager as it is, has been 
channeled to the capital and not to the regions inhabited by the 
Hungarian minority. The few guest performances of Budapest 
theaters or book exhibitions are almost always held in Bucharest and 
rarely in the centers where most Hungarians live. 

Having said this, one must point to the political background. In 
addition to a legacy of chauvinism, particularly on the Hungarian 
side, and the well-founded Rumanian suspicion that many Hungar- 
ians still cannot accept the frontier settlement as lasting, there are 
major political differences between the two Communist regimes. 
These, the only non-Slav nations in Easter Europe, harbor an 
equally intense resentment against the Russians. But in contrast to 
the Rumanian drive for independence, the Kadar regime in Buda- 
pest has been a staunch supporter of Soviet policies and a vociferous 
critic of “nationalist deviations” in the Communist movement. This 
is not surprising considering the shaky legitimacy of the group put 
into power by the Red Army in November 1956 and the continued 
presence of four Soviet divisions in Hungary. But there is also a 
striking difference in the degree of internal liberalization in Hungary, 
where the popular uprising, despite its failure, forced the ruling 
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party to grant a greater scope for dissent, and Rumania where the 
slow progress toward more freedom has been controlled all along 
from above. 

On his official visit to Rumania in February 1958, Kadar reiterated 
in several speeches that Hungary had no territorial claims against 
its fraternal neighbor. Nevertheless the relationship since then has 
been subjected to growing strains and stresses, not over the status 
of the Hungarian minority, but because of the Rumanian defiance 
of Moscow. The new emphasis on Rumanian national! traditions in 
history has also sparked debates between Rumanian and Hungarian 
historians about the character of the 1848 revolution and the con- 
ditions under which Greater Rumania was created in 1918—a friction 
that for the time being involves only historians and social scientists. 

Yet the fact that such a prudent politician as Kadar in mid-1966 
referred to the “diktat of Versailles and Trianon, imposed by the im- 
perialists, which amputated Hungary’s territory” constituted a 
veiled warming to the leadership in Bucharest. Both sides have 
several times recognized the inviolability of European frontiers, 
most recently in the 1966 Bucharest declaration. This has not, how- 
ever, hindered the Rumanians from making oblique references to 
the fate of Bessarabia. There is no doubt that the existence of a 
large Hungarian minority in Rumania provides the regime in Buda- 
pest—and thus indirectly the Soviet leadership—with a powerful 
potential lever of pressure should Rumania’s course pose a direct 
threat to Soviet national interests. In this sense, there is an inter- 
relationship between such relatively distant but equally disputed 
regions as Bessarabia (and Bukovina) and Transylvania. On the 
first issue the Rumanian stance is offensive; on the second, de- 
fensive. But any rekindling of deep-rooted Hungarian nationalism 
could be a fatal experiment for the Hungarian Communists, whose 
regime already crumbled once from anti-Soviet nationalism. This 
is the main reason why the Hungarian leadership, which is opposed 
primarily to Rumania’s general independent line and not to its 
specific repercussions on the status of the Hungarian minority, would 
be most reluctant, even with Soviet prodding, to resort to the double- 
edged weapon of abetting nationalistic resentments. 


A review of the Rumanian revolution would be incomplete without 
a brief look at its impact on the domestic scene. Touring the country, 
the visitor is left with the overwhelming impression of an industrial 
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boom. Consider, for example the city of Jassy, the cradle of Ruma- 
nian culture and science near the Soviet border, which has also be- 
come the symbol of new Rumania. Once one of the most backward 
areas in this part of the world, Jassy today surprises the visitor 
with its new rows of apartment buildings, often done with great 
taste, and its modem “industrial zone.” The medieval monaster- 
ies and quaint old districts are beginning to be overshadowed by 
the new Jassy. During the past few years, a number of projects— 
a metallurgical plant, textile and food processing factories, and a 
plastic plant—have been completed. A new thermal power plant, a 
synthetic fiber factory and a host of other smaller plants will be 
opened in the near future. Machinery and equipment are assembled 
from an astonishingly wide variety of sources: West German, 
British, Swiss, Belgian, and Italian companies, and from Czech and 
Soviet enterprises. 

On the road from Moldavia to Transylvania, the visitor reaches 
Turgu Neamt, a small town whose dilapidated houses and stores 
could well belong to the last century. Yet, only thirty miles farther 
on, he arrives at its sister city, Peatra Neamt, where most of the old 
houses have been pulled down and replaced by ten-story apart- 
ments with colorful facades. The same striking contrasts can be 
encountered in every part of the country from the Moldavian plains 
to the high rolling land of Transylvania, from the Black Sea coast 
to the poor regions of Dobruja. 

The gap between Rumania and the more developed East Euro- 
pean countries has undoubtedly been narrowed. The rise in produc- 
tion between 1965 and 1967, for example, was two and a half 
times higher than the entire industrial output before the war. Power, 
engineering, electronics, and petro-chemicals are regarded as the 
decisive sectors, and almost 80 per cent of the industrial investments 
during the current Five Year Plan have been earmarked for these 
branches and for steel. Steel output jumped from less than 300,000 
tons in 1938 to 4 million tons in 1967, and with the completion of 
the first phase of the huge Galati steel plant is scheduled to reach 
6.3 million tons by 1970. Power production was up from the prewar 
1,100 million kWh to almost 25,000 million kWh in 1967 and should 
reach 34,000 million kWh in 1970. New industries have been created 
almost out of nothing, and the proportion of the labor force engaged 
in industry has doubled to over 19 per cent compared to prewar 
figures. 
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Nevertheless, peasants still account for more than 61 per cent of 
the population. Their rickety horse-drawn carts and the cows, goats, 
pigs, sheep, and water buffaloes herded by ragged peasants on 
horseback or on foot along the asphalt highways are still more rep- 
resentative of Rumanian traffic than the trucks, official limousines, 
and private cars. Looking at the crowds of peasants in white home- 
spun shirts with black jackets and hats who fill the beautiful mon- 
asteries in Moldavia on Sundays, it struck me how little on the human 
level had really changed in the villages. It was all strangely like the 
rural Rumania I had encountered twenty-five years ago. There are 
still obvious signs of poverty; how could it be otherwise in a country 
where, before the war, the value of technical investments in agri- 
culture was half that in Bulgaria and fifteen times smaller than 
Germany’s. 

Three consecutive bumper harvests in 1965-67 appreciably im- 
proved the supply situation, but a great deal remains to be done, as 
responsible officials now frankly admit. Since the end of 1966, when 
Ceausescu first publicly castigated the glaring weaknesses behind 
the industrial-boom facade, the atmosphere of self-satisfied 
optimism has changed dramatically. Among the numerous telling 
comparisons cited by Ceausescu and the press were candid ad- 
missions that productivity is still two to three times lower than in 
Western Germany, France, and Italy, while production costs are 
nearly double those in advanced countries. A Rumanian farmer 
produces food for only three persons, his German counterpart, for 
twenty. The per capita value of exports in 1966 was only half that 
of Bulgaria’s and a fifth of Britain’s or West Germany’s.*® 

Thus for all its solid achievements, this rich country is still by and 
large a laggard in the European industrial league. The aim of the 
economic “spring-cleaning,” which began in late 1967, is to maintain 
the rapid pace of industrialization and the utilization of the rich re- 
sources~but at a lower price in terms of waste and in a more 
rational fashion. The first cautious steps toward meaningful in- 
centives—the replacement of administrative command by economic 
levers, a more realistic price structure, and investment financing 
through banks rather than the Budget—will gradually be imple- 
mented. By 1970 the economy aé a whole should be working under 
the new system, but even then Rumania will lag far behind Yugo- 
slavia in enterprise autonomy, workers’ participation in decision- 
making, and the influence of the market forces in general. 


348 EAGLES IN COBWEBS 


The very success of Rumania’s “economic miracle” may be one of 
the main reasons for the caution in testing new patterns and methods 
of economic management. The country’s economic development, 
particularly in view of the large untapped labor reserves, is not yet 
sufficiently far advanced to have encountered the acute difficulties 
and harbingers of the structural crisis that is plaguing more devel- 
oped industrial Communist countries, like, for example, Czechoslo- 
vakia. There are also overriding political considerations against 
daring economic experiments, which would involve unpredictable 
risks. At a crucial juncture in Rumania’s relations with the Soviet 
Union, the leadership is clearly averse to anything that would rock 
the boat and conceivably weaken the domestic cohesion of state 
and party. Searching for a national consensus, the party is slowly 
and cautiously charting a course of internal reform. This is particu- 
larly evident in its conscious bid for the support of the increasing 
army of engineers and technicians valued more for their skill than 
for their party book. Class lineage too is becoming less important; 
what matters now is to find the best man for the job. Though the 
leadership attempts to combine a measure of economic reform with 
even tighter supervision and control of the party, it is difficult to be- 
lieve that the economic reorganization once started will not eventu- 
ally go beyond present limits, enhancing still further the influence 
of the “technocrats.” 

Except for the higher echelons of the bureaucracy and the man- 
agerial class, most Rumanians are, however, still primarily involved 
in the dreary struggle to achieve the ordinary, to get to work in over- 
crowded buses and trams, to search for something on the side to 
supplement the monthly pay check. Even after the latest pay in- 
creases, average earnings in 1967 were just over 1,200 lei and almost 
40 per cent of the labor force received less than 1,000 lei. (At the 
tourist rate of exchange one dollar equals 18 lei; the official rate 
is one to six.) A man’s suit of cheap to medium cloth costs goo to 
2,000 lei; a shirt is priced at 100 to 190 lei; a jersey dress 500 to 
700; a wool pullover up to 700. With refrigerators costing between 
3,900 and 7,000, washing machines 1,500 to 2,500, and television sets 
from 4,300 to 5,500, consumer durables are still widely recognized as 
something of a luxury. 

When I once asked a woman translator about the reaction to the 
latest Ceausescu speech, she shrugged, “All this talk—speeches, meet- 
ings, interpretations. Who really cares, except a handful of us? All 
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this talk has nothing to do with life.” Beyond everything else, people 
who have known Dbleakness and overregulated grayness for so long 
are tired. 

Measured in their own terms, however, living conditions have 
clearly improved during the past two or three years. Shops and self- 
service stores are better stocked with food and consumer goods. 
But the most visible changes are in road traffic. In the spring of 1964, 
the streets of Bucharest, once regarded by Rumanians as the “little 
Paris of the Balkans,” were empty except for official cars—obsolete 
Russian-made black limousines with drawn curtains speeding 
through the red lights. With the Ceausescu era, the “leading com- 
rades” have switched to Rolls-Royces and Jaguars, expensive Mer- 
cedes and Ford models, with the size of the model reflecting the 
official rank of the owner. Only low-level bureaucrats now drive 
Russian makes. 

The uninhibited display of luxury by the Rumanian Communist 
“upper class” has no parallel in any other East European country. 
The hundreds of official cars that fill the enormous open space be- 
tween the former royal palace and Communist party headquarters 
whenever congresses are held have become year by year more opu- 
lent. Ceausescu and his associates live in private houses, which in 
comfort, luxury, and amenities compare favorably with those in the 
fashionable suburbs of Los Angeles or Dallas. Rumania has no tra- 
dition of social egalitarianism; in the past it was ruled by the most 
corrupt privileged group in Europe. If, therefore, a member of the 
party Presidium today lives in a house built by the rich Bibescu 
family, most Rumanians regard it as completely natural. Easy-going 
tolerance tinged with cynicism is more in accord with Rumanian 
tradition and character than the sense of social discipline and group 
loyalty so noticeable among Slav peoples, particularly the Bulgarians. 

Thus the ruling elite’s Western orientation in cars and clothing, 
far from arousing spite and hatred, appears to confirm many Ru- 
manians’ hope that widening contacts with the West will ultimately 
yield tangible results, not only in the form of new factories but also 
in everyday life. The decision to build a car factory at an estimated 
cost of 75 million dollars with an annual capacity of 50,000 Renaults 
(characteristically called Dacis!) indicates the Rumanian leaders’ 
willingness to meet popular aspirations for a more affluent life. Even 
today one frequently meets the happy owners of the 30,000 or so 
French and Italian cars that have been imported during the past 
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three years. The number of imported cars was a mere 1,300 in 1961, 
rising to 8,000 in 1964. By 1966 the figure had doubled to 16,000. 
Though a small Fiat or Renault costs the equivalent of fifty months’ 
wages for an average employee, there is a keen demand for cars. A 
Rumanian with money in his pocket, rather than save or build, will 
give first preference to a car. 

The second major amnesty in December 1967, the curbs on the 
arbitrary use of police powers, and the tighter control over the ac- 
tivities of the dreaded secret police are important signs of the re- 
gime’s more relaxed and confident attitude. It is worth recalling 
that a few years ago even the purchase or sale of a typewriter had to 
be reported to the police. The changes, which are evident in every 
walk of life, are neither the results of a battle by rebellious 
intellectuals or students, nor by-products of an abortive revolt as in 
Hungary, but due solely to initiative and guidance from above. Intel- 
lectuals and young people are no longer afraid to talk to foreigners. 
A Western journalist can travel wherever he wishes, perhaps not 
always unshadowed, but certainly undisturbed. 

Even the frequent visitor to the country is struck by very notice- 
able changes in the psychological climate of Rumanian intellectual 
life. A strong undercurrent of optimism pervades conversations. 
Writers, sculptors, painters, and actors breathe more freely. The 
crust of ice is slowly but perceptibly melting. The “rehabilitation” 
of such great and long blacklisted figures of the past as the sculptor, 
Brancusi, the historian, Iorga, the poet, Blaga, and many others of 
lesser caliber, together with the respect paid to the cultural heritage 
have paved the way for a more liberal approach to the creative arts. 
Whether Ceausescu’s promise, “We leave it to the man of letters 
and art to decide how to write, how to paint, how to compose, and 
how to find the most suitable forms” will be limited purely to styles 
and techniques remains to be seen. As in everything else, the rulers’ 
pragmatic approach rather than ideological postulates are likely to 
define the given limits of dissent. Seeing the frequent exhibitions of 
abstract paintings and graphics, one gets the impression that what- 
ever contributes to national prestige, and particularly to the nation’s 
image abroad, is permissible so long as it does not impair the absolute 
power of the party. 

As in Yugoslavia and Bulgaria, tourism is becoming a booming 
industry and an important factor in promoting wider contacts with 
the West. The number of foreign visitors has jumped from 30,000 
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to almost 700,000 during the last six years, and 1.2 million are 
expected to visit the country by 1970. It is still, however, difficult 
for Rumanians to make private trips to the West. “There is more 
hope now, but we are getting older, you know,” a famous woman 
painter, who regards Paris as her second home, remarked with a sad 
smile. How is one to judge a meeting in Vienna in the autumn of 
1967 with Rumania’s foremost philosopher, who for the first time 
since the war was allowed to travel with his family to the non-Com- 
munist world? As a ray of hope, or as the measure of isolation? The 
Rumanian leaders have not yet faced up to the crucial test of allow- 
ing more freedom of movement. No foreign currency shortage can 
explain away the sad fact that out of a country with 19.5 million 
inhabitants, including almost 400,000 ethnic Germans, only 2,000 
persons, including several hundred emigrants, received exit permits 
to Germany in 1967. Despite the introduction of organized group 
tours to Italy and Austria in 1967-68, Rumania is still a country of 
one-way tourism. 

Nevertheless, for all the limitations and the authoritarian character 
of the system, if one tests the standards against those of Rumania 
a few years earlier, there have been important changes, as yet little 
appreciated abroad, in the progress toward a freer regime. More 
important still, the policy of national consensus is bound to prompt 
a policy showing more concern for popular sentiments. Having 
branched out on their own in a hostile environment, the Rumanian 
leaders must now base their power increasingly on the support of the 
people. One should not forget that after 1948 Yugoslavia for a rela- 
tively long period pursued unyieldingly rigid policies at home. 

Will the curious Rumanian regime, now freed of the stigma of 
being a Soviet satellite, eventually go the tortuous but hopeful way 
of Yugoslavia from nationalism and successful defiance of Soviet 
power to a meaningful domestic liberalization? One might be 
tempted to say that this could not happen—had there not been so 
many startling and previously “unthinkable” changes during the 
past few years. 


AFTERWORD 


The air in the Balkans, as indeed in Eastern Europe as a whole, is 
electric with a sense of change. The rigid patterns of the Cold War 
period are breaking up and there is a more open game of political 
maneuvers. National assertiveness, the Sino-Soviet dispute, the in- 
creasing autonomy of the non-ruling Communist parties and the 
climate of reduced tensions have combined to create a wholly new 
situation. Despite the professed adherence of the ruling groups in 
Belgrade and Tirana, in Sofia and Bucharest to the belief that “the 
Communist idea” is bound, in the end, to triumph everywhere, the 
entire postwar political experience of these four countries shows 
that nationalism transcends ideology when the two are in conflict. 
The dramatic, at times even frenzied, revival of national feelings 
and antagonisms is undoubtedly the most momentous change in 
Balkan politics since the Communist seizure of power. Basic factors 
—historic, political, economic, ethnic, cultural, sentimental—that 
affect national interests go deeper than current regimes or doctrines. 

It is easier to conclude that nationalism has re-emerged as the 
central underlying theme of political life than to gauge the full 
effects of the nationalistic trends upon political alignments in the 
area and to place the changes in the wider context of European and 
Communist politics. As we have seen, nationalism, that enormously 
powerful force, plays a complex and ambiguous role in the processes 
of change. In the case of nations that are fighting for their right not 
to be ruled by an outside great power or by a “majority nation” 
within the same state, the stirrings of national sentiments cannot 
possibly be identified with reactionary causes. Here, nationalism is 
an ally of democracy and decentralization. But it would be equally 
dangerous to express only uncritical praise for the nationalistic 
trends in the smaller East European states because they offer 
an opportunity to wean the vassals from the Soviet hegemonial 
center. The forces unleashed by national emotions can create crisis 
situations both between neighbors and within multinational states 
that may be carried beyond rational control. 
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Thus the arrows point in several directions. It is important to 
distinguish between movement and fluidity on the one hand and 
qualitative changes in power relationships on the other. The single, 
most important change in the balance of power has been the 
gradual but effective reduction of postwar Soviet domination over 
the core of the Balkan Peninsula to one important but isolated 
stronghold, Bulgaria. Whatever internal crises may occur in Yugo- 
slavia or Albania, we can safely discard the idea that either of 
them will ever accept a satellite relationship to the Soviet Union. It 
is also highly unlikely that the process of emancipation can be 
completely reversed in Rumania. One should not lose sight of the 
important fact that the southern flank of Stalin’s erstwhile empire 
has been eroded by Communist revolts without foreign intervention 
or any fundamental change in the social system of the states in- 
volved. The successful assertion of national claims against Soviet 
domination was considerably more than the self-defense of small 
states against rule by a hegemonial center or a disagreement among 
national states. As pointed out earlier, the significance of the Soviet- 
Yugoslav conflict in 1948 or, under different conditions, of Albania’s 
defection and Rumania’s bid for autonomy lay precisely in the fact 
that the Soviet Union was not just a traditional nation-state but the 
directing center of an empire and a church, of an international 
movement and what was purported to be a universally binding 
revolutionary creed. 

This is the chief reason why Balkan nationalism, deliberately 
manipulated or exploited by the ruling Communist elite, has repre- 
sented and does represent such a serious political danger to Moscow. 
Though the Marxist-Leninist concept of world revolution has pro- 
foundly changed, it cannot be said that other aspects of the official 
ideology have lost their operational effects upon Soviet policy. The 
examples of Yugoslavia, Albania, and Rumania, combined with 
the Chinese defiance of the Kremlin, have destroyed the sacred 
dogma that communism implies unconditional support of the So- 
viet Union. The epochal significance of the Sino-Soviet split is a 
large subject about which much has been written. It is also clear, 
albeit often overlooked, that the disrupting influences radiating 
from the Balkans have been an important contributory cause to the 
growing stresses and tensions in the international Communist move- 
ment and within the inner core of the Soviet sphere of influence. 
At the very least, the rise of Balkan nationalism has limited Soviet 
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freedom of action, encouraged a greater degree of independence 
in other East European states, changed the character of intrabloc 
relations and thus had more bearing on European politics than the 
area’s military potential and economic resources would warrant. 

The cumulative effects of the changes have begun to transform 
the Balkans, once a solid bulwark of Soviet influence into some- 
thing like a power vacuum. It is important to remember, however, 
that, in contrast to Central Europe, the nationalist ferment and the 
changing alignments in the south have not involved major security 
interests of the Soviet Union. This has been shown by the Soviet 
acceptance or toleration of the new situation in relations with three 
of the four Communist-ruled Balkan states. The reasons for Mos- 
cow’s sober assessment of the fluidity in the area appear to be 
twofold. 

First, the revolution in military technologies, transport, and com- 
munication has deeply changed the traditional geopolitical con- 
cept of vital interests in areas relatively near the borders of a great 
power. “Distance bears no simple relation either to interests or 
military strength.”1 This is not to say that the Soviet Union does 
not regard the wider Balkan area as a most sensitive spot, or that 
Russia does not remain the great power most intimately interested 
in the region. What the Soviet attitude suggests is that the criterion 
for what is essential has changed. 

Secondly, the keystone of traditional Soviet diplomacy is the 
consideration that, regardless of the given degree of Russian con- 
trol, a power vacuum in the Balkans should not be filled by dan- 
gerous outsiders. In contrast to the 1930s, there is little likelihood of 
great challengers emerging and creating genuine difficulties for the 
Russians. Yugoslavia’s example has shown that Communist leaders 
can challenge Moscow and accept extensive, even military aid 
from “imperialists” without becoming subject to their dictates. In 
economic terms, the four Balkan countries are of only marginal 
importance to the Soviet Union. Soviet foreign trade per inhabitant 
in the late sixties was only 70 dollars (compared for example to 640 
dollars for Western Germany and 1,170 dollars for Switzerland). 
Furthermore, the combined share of all four countries in the Soviet 
foreign trade total was merely 15.3 per cent, that is, less than the 
East German stake alone. 

A further important field of query and doubts relates to the other 
aspects of Balkan nationalism—the animosities, claims, and griev- 
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ances in relations between the states of the region and among 
national groups within one state. How do these contradictory 
processes affect their relations with one another, with the Soviet 
Union and the West? The movement toward autonomy and the 
decline in Soviet influence have also released emotions and aspira- 
tions that may strengthen the very forces against which the Balkan 
nations have been struggling. The postwar period of uniformity 
enforced by Soviet hegemony seemed to have restrained, some 
thought even to have eliminated, the many forms of petty national- 
ism of neighbor nations. But both Soviet domination and Com- 
munist ideology, devised to mollify nationalist tendencies, have 
intensified them. 

If the Communist leaders are treading more and more openly in 
the footsteps of their nationalist predecessors, will this not lead to a 
return of the Soviet influence, as it were, by the back door? In 
manipulating nationalism for their own purposes, the Communist 
regimes have certainly raised the specter of old rivalries and even 
territorial feuds. There is not the slightest doubt that this aspect of 
nationalism also offers an obviously useful leverage to Soviet 
policies. Mutual animosities fed by such tangled issues as disputed 
Macedonia or Transylvania can be exploited by imaginative and 
unscrupulous Soviet policies to weaken united resistance in the 
Balkans and Eastern Europe against outside pressures. When So- 
viet Foreign Minister Gromyko visited Sofia at the height of re- 
newed Bulgarian-Yugoslav controversies over Macedonia in February 
1968, suspicions were immediately aroused—not only in Belgrade 
and Skopje—that the sudden bursts of what the Yugoslavs called 
“expansionist dreams” had been if not sponsored then encouraged 
by Moscow. 

Events and public statements have so far failed to confirm the 
fears about Moscow’s deliberately fanning the flames of discord 
in this sensitive area. Should the increasingly close Yugoslav- 
Rumanian cooperation assume a threatening aspect for the Rus- 
sians, they may well resort in due course to the ancient device of 
divide and rule. But it is easy to exaggerate the Soviet capacity to 
control events and to stir up nationalist sentiments. The contradic- 
tions that have always plagued the use of nationalist motivation by 
the Communists with regard to the West and the Third World are 
also very much alive within the Soviet sphere. In his last public 
speech at the Nineteenth Congress of the Soviet Communist Party 
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in 1952, Stalin appealed to the Western delegates “to raise the 
banner of national independence and carry it forward, if... you 
wish to become the leading force of the nation.” 

But the same nationalism within the Soviet power sphere as ex- 
pressed then by Tito’s Yugoslavia was decried, and with good reason, 
as a mortal danger. If there is one common feature in the develop- 
ments in the Communist camp over the past decade or so, it is surely 
the fact that more and more ruling Communist parties are raising 
“the banner of national independence and national sovereignty” to 
gain popular support and to defy Soviet hegemony. 

The opinion that “nationalism not only inspires but also frag- 
ments East European opposition to the Russians and helps the 
Soviet leaders in maintaining their predominance in the region”? 
may be correct. But, also for the Russians, the issue of nationalism 
remains as ever a dangerous two-edged sword. Covert encourage- 
ment, let alone open backing of certain nationalist claims in the 
Balkans or elsewhere would probably involve more risks than op- 
portunities. The Soviet Union as a multinational empire is beset 
with grave and potentially explosive national problems of its own. 
To seek to arouse national sentiments as an instrument to bring 
smaller Communist states more in line—and this at a time when na- 
tionalism is increasingly described as “the main danger threatening 
the unity, defensive might, and ideological force of the Communist 
movement”’—would be playing with fire. 

Will the pattern of diversity in the Balkans then lead to a cluster 
of separate autarkic national states, ruled by Communist but 
nationalistic elites, no longer subject to the hegemony of any great 
power, but constantly exposed to the dynamics of a suicidal un- 
controlled petty nationalistic strife? We should neither ignore nor 
overrate the danger of a return to the interwar patterns of the old 
Balkan conflicts. There have always been two main but contradic- 
tory currents in Balkan politics, toward conflict and cooperation. 
The roots of bitter frictions persist but it would be unwise to 
overlook the movement for regional cooperation without Soviet par- 
ticipation. The improvement of relations between Yugoslavia, Ruma- 
nia, and Bulgaria on the one hand and Greece and Turkey, the 
two non-Communist, semi-Balkan Mediterranean states allied to 
the West on the other, both reflected and promoted the easing of 
Cold War tensions. Albania embroiled in a bitter dispute with 
both of her land neighbors remains for the time being a significant 
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exception. But the climate of reduced tensions, the frequent 
exchange of high-level visits, and particularly the common stake 
in tourism have imparted a new impetus to closer cooperation. Since 
the mid-sixties there have been numerous Balkan conferences on 
tourism and science, music festivals, and sport events (almost 
always including Greek and Turkish participants). Though the 
military coup in Greece has to some extent arrested the promising 
trend toward a limited but real cooperation, the self-interest of 
all the states of the wider Balkan region in bilateral and multilateral 
projects is bound to make itself felt. Powerful economic and techni- 
cal forces are softening the ideological barriers and pushing the 
ruling bureaucracies toward regional cooperation. 

Is “regionalism” a meaningful alternative to divisive nationalism 
and to Communist—or utopian—universalism? Historical experience 
has shown the economic advantages for these small and backward 
national units when they belonged to a much wider supranational 
grouping. But we have seen how the Soviet attempt at the integra- 
tion of the East European countries into a large economic entity 
not only failed to retard but actually stimulated the revival of de- 
fensive nationalism. Interwar cooperation even without the danger 
of outside domination yielded only modest results in setting up 
various Balkan-wide institutions for commerce or tobacco marketing. 
The benefits to be reaped from being welded to a large market 
are evident, but it would be dangerous to draw from this economic 
fact conclusions about political behavior. “If economic considerations 
were the determining factor in such matters, nationalism would not 
exist, because it is inherently an economic absurdity.”* 

The idea of a union of the South Slavs and even of all Balkan 
peoples was in the center of various schemes in the thirties and 
in the early postwar period. Only a Balkan Federation of Yugo- 
slavia, Bulgaria, Albania, and Rumania and involving Greece 
could cut through the Gordian knot of such tangled issues as Mace- 
donia or Kosovo. But all unifying impulses have failed at a very 
early stage. The last major abortive attempt by Tito and Dimitrov 
to build a Communist empire in the Balkans aroused justified 
suspicions, not only in Moscow but also in Albania and Bulgaria, 
the two countries most intimately affected. The Balkan Pact of 
Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey signed in 1954 was a joint product 
of the Tito-Stalin conflict and the Cold War. And even this military 
alliance soon became a dead letter under the twin impact of the 
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Yugoslav-Soviet reconciliation and the outbreak of the Cyprus 
dispute. The network of conflicting and common interests has al- 
ways extended far beyond the deceptively simple demarcation 
lines of the Cold War partition in Southeast Europe. 

In the light of past experiences and present trends, the grand 
design of a Balkan Federation or even of a customs union seems as 
unrealistic in the seventies as it was in the thirties or late forties. 
Neighborhood in international relations, as Jacob Viner has em- 
phasized, has never guaranteed neighborly feelings and has often 
prevented them. This is particularly true of the young nations in 
the Balkans which have hardly ever known a sufficiently long 
breathing spell, free from outside intervention, to be concerned 
with their own destiny. In the wake of waning military and ideolog- 
ical ties to Cold War alliances, fundamental factors are at work for 
the reassertion of the traditional multistate system in this part of 
the world. Whatever the merits or flaws of the ambitious blueprints 
for a new pattern of relations in a united Europe, we should look 
at present realities and the foreseeable future. Would it not be 
better to face the facts and not pretend that they are otherwise? 
There is no probability of the national state withering away or 
being absorbed into an institutional form of supranational coopera- 
tion. We must therefore take as starting point the reality—the exist- 
ence of states as autonomous centers of decisions in the Balkans— 
and not what may or may not be desirable. 

It does not, however, follow that the process of national reaffirma- 
tion must necessarily lead to crisis situations or an uncontrolled 
anarchy. There is already a broadening cooperation for specific 
and limited purposes such as the giant Yugoslav-Rumanian hydro- 
electric complex on the Danube, a Rumanian-Bulgarian scheme 
for a similar Danubian power project, the building of interstate 
highways, river regulation, and so forth. The fact that even such 
archenemies as Albania and Yugoslavia are jointly organizing 
excursions to the Adriatic coast shows that “tourism in today’s 
Europe can be a greater revolutionary force than Marxism.”® 

The revival of nationalism has not stimulated any kind of paro- 
chial isolation from the great forces of our time. On the contrary, 
these countries—as indeed so often in the past—once again look 
westward for economic ties and cultural inspiration. It is the West 
and not the Soviet Union that can provide capital, advanced 
technology, know-how, consumer goods and possibilities for the 
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absorption of surplus labor. It has become almost banal to say that 
the transformations in Eastern Europe offer a great opportunity to 
the Western nations to prepare the ground for an acceptable 
European settlement. The opening up of Eastern Europe to West- 
ern influences (but to a degree varying considerably from country 
to country!) appears to have acquired a momentum of its own, and 
there are almost daily reports about comings and goings between 
East and West. 

Yet the over-all balance sheet of East-West contacts in the sixties 
in terms of substance rather than diplomatic niceties has been 
disappointing. There is a widening gap between high-sounding 
statements stirring expectations in the East and actual policies that 
by and large fail to yield tangible benefits. American policy-makers 
have been faced for some time with the basic dilemma of how to 
pursue a détente with the Soviet Union without jeopardizing the 
security and unity of the West. Most policy statements of the John- 
son administration have had a globalist ring with hopes and fears 
hinging almost exclusively on the Soviet Union and scant, if any 
attention paid to the smaller East European countries. Failing to 
perceive the long-term significance of the process of differentiation 
within the Soviet bloc, American policy toward Eastern Europe has 
been static, operating with concepts that no longer correspond 
to the changing realities. In view of the nationalist and political 
ferment in the East, the United States has wavered between 
euphoria and disappointment without imparting any meaningful 
impulses toward the much publicized “bridge-building.” Western 
European countries, primarily France, Italy, and more recently West 
Germany have undertaken numerous useful initiatives though the 
volume of contacts has been combined with a lack of coordination 
and political consciousness. 

What George Kennan noted almost twenty-five years ago is if 
possible even more valid today: “For the smaller countries of East- 
em and Central Europe, the issue is not one of communism or 
capitalism. It is one of the independence of national life or of 
domination by a big power which has never shown itself adept at 
making any permanent compromises with rival power groups.”* In 
this sense any active Western policy toward these countries is bound 
to be intrinsically anti-Soviet for it lessens the dependence of the 
partners on the Soviet hegemonial center and promotes national 
individualism. 
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It has not been the purpose of this book to discuss the place of 
Eastern Europe or the Balkans with regard to the various blue- 
prints for a European settlement. One may, however, venture the 
remark that a European system based on the reduction of American 
influence in the West but without a corresponding change in the 
Soviet presence in Central and Eastern Europe would be an absurd 
proposition. However long the process might take, it is a funda- 
mental Western interest to encourage the trends that strengthen the 
ties with Eastem Europe and effectively weaken Soviet control. 

A pragmatic and sophisticated Wester policy must take into ac- 
count both the scope and the limits of the possibilities in this area. 
The examples of Yugoslavia and Rumania show that the West 
does not and can not create new situations, it merely responds to 
them. On both occasions, the basic change took place before and 
independent of any Western involvement. Past American policy 
toward Yugoslavia, especially between 1949 and 1955, was a prime 
example of an imaginative use of aid extended to a totalitarian 
regime without strings or pressure. Even then the American in- 
volvement was not perhaps decisive, but it helped to protect 
Yugoslavia’s independence and to encourage changes that brought 
considerable benefits to the people and to the West. At the height 
of the Cold War, the answer to a conflict situation was relatively 
simple. 

But as Professor Kennan has pointed out, “There is today no such 
thing as ‘communism’ in the sense that there was in 1947; there are 
only a number of national regimes which cloak themselves in the 
verbal trappings of radical Marxism and follow domestic policies 
influenced to one degree or another by Marxist concepts.”? The 
very complexities of the new situation create novel problems to 
which there are no easy or straightforward answers. No one would 
dream of devising universally applicable political recipes for 
Sweden and Italy, Belgium and Germany. Yet there is still a per- 
sistent propensity for an approach in “bloc” terms or in the frame- 
work of a mechanical “regionalism.” The pitfalls of this simplistic 
attitude are as evident in the Balkans as in the wider area of Eastern 
Europe. 

Thus the single, most important precondition for an active West- 
ern policy is to take account of the special situation in each country, 
to use a selective approach, and to aim at limited goals. The exten- 
sion of a World Bank loan to Rumania, the involvement of Western 
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investors in joint projects in Yugoslavia, or the granting of tariff 
concessions to Bulgarian tomato exporters are considerably more 
important than the visits of dignitaries, which yield mainly state- 
ments about the virtues of peace and cooperation of states with 
different social systems. In short, less rhetoric and more action is 
needed. 

This is not a question of aid, but primarily of access to Western 
markets, Yugoslavia is a case in point. Though it belongs to the 
OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop- 
ment) and GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade), 
the two important international economic organizations, and is the 
Communist country that has developed the closest relations with 
the West, the sharpening tariff discrimination of the EEC (Euro- 
pean Economic Community, or Common Market) has badly hit its 
exports. Over one-quarter of the Yugoslav exports go to the EEC, 
with farm products accounting for 4o per cent of the total. But 
for beef worth 1,000 dollars the Yugoslav exporters have to pay 
800 dollars in duties, levies, and taxes. No wonder that the country’s 
deficit in trade with the Common Market jumped fourfold to 285 
million dollars between 1966 and 1967. Yet despite several years of 
informal soundings and preliminary talks, at the time of this writing 
formal negotiations on some kind of institutional arrangements have 
not even started. 

The progress toward economic integration in the West poses a 
serious threat to the ability of the East European exporters of mainly 
farm products to acquire the hard currencies with which they can 
purchase badly needed capital goods. To proclaim the desire to 
“Europeanize” the small Communist states with their historic ties 
to the West, yet at the same time to bar access to their biggest po- 
tential markets is hardly the best way to create a new Europe. 

The lack of understanding of the enormous changes that have 
taken place in the Communist camp is painfully evident in the 
policy of boycott and isolation still preferred by the majority of the 
U. S. Congress, as shown by the denial of most-favored-nation treat- 
ment for the exports of most East European countries. It was 
indicative of the strength of manipulated pressures that in 1965 a 
leading American company was forced to withdraw from deliver- 
ing a complete rubber plant to Rumania. At a time when Western 
European exporters, helped by government-backed loans, compete 
for the expanding Eastern market, American business is still ham- 
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strung by Cold War restrictions that do not punish “communism” 
but harm its own interests. 

There is no doubt that the Balkan states like their northern 
neighbors will remain single-party dictatorships for a long time to 
come. But increased East-West contacts and meaningful initiatives 
can only encourage domestic liberalization and economic progress, 
changes that are beneficial to the people and to the long-term in- 
terests of the West. Such organizations as the OECD, the Interna- 
tional Monetary Fund, the EEC, and the European Free Trade 
Association provide possibilities for forging institutional links. 
Nevertheless we should not exaggerate the significance of and the 
real possibilities for multilateral ventures. What matters most at 
this stage is to deal in a flexible and practical way with the concrete 
problems faced by states, which regardless of official ideology can be 
drawn closer to the Western community. In short, the West has to 
show rather than promise the benefits to be reaped from moving 
cautiously and gradually toward independence. 

Profound national and social transformations whose outlines may 
not become clear for some time are taking place in the Communist 
countries. The progress toward more complex industrial societies, 
the pressures for decentralization, the increasing weight of prag- 
matic technocrats instead of political bureaucrats and the emer- 
gence of a European-minded younger generation, the future elite, 
are forces that deeply influence the direction in which the national 
revival will in fact be moving. But no one can draw summary and 
oversimplified conclusions. Who can say where the “national path 
to socialism” will lead ten or twenty years from now? The return to 
the traditional diversity of national states has created problems, 
opportunities and risks almost as novel and as formidable as those 
that were produced in the upheavals of World War II. The outlook 
is for more movement and more fluidity with consequences that are 
likely to go far beyond the Balkan borders. Any Western policy 
that ignores these forces of momentum and fails to take into account 
the potential influence of the changes in the Balkans will be 
negatively affected in the pursuit of a new Europe. 
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It had been my intention to leave this book untouched while it 
was passing through all its publishing stages. As it goes from galley 
into page proof in the autumn of 1968, however, profound changes 
have taken place within the power sphere of the Soviet Union. 
Changes so important and so far-reaching that—without altering any 
part of this study—I have to add to my concluding remarks a brief 
account and analysis of the impact of the Czech tragedy upon the 
situation in the Balkans. 

In a sense, the invasion of Czechoslovakia by the Soviet Union 
and its four vassals gave a dramatic answer to what I described in 
the first chapter of this study as the key question: “Will the forced 
or voluntary toleration of autonomy save what is essential to Soviet 
interests or will it rather accelerate the process of disintegration?” 
The Russians did not intervene in Czechoslovakia to reestablish a 
strategic status quo, a military balance. They intervened because of 
their fear that a toleration of Czechoslovakia’s search for meaningful 
reforms and external autonomy would ultimately erode what re- 
mained of Stalin’s postwar empire and endanger the position of 
the ruling bureaucracy in the Soviet Union itself. 

Faced with an agonizing choice between two evils—passivity or 
intervention—both involving great risks, the Soviet leaders (or at 
any rate the temporarily triumphant faction in the struggle for 
power at the top) opted for the latter. This decision was not a 
“tragic error” or an “accidental mistake” but as the Central Com- 
mittee of the Yugoslav party correctly noted “rather the conse- 
quence of stubborn efforts to solve contradictions within socialism 
by use of force.” Worse still, in its efforts to justify the aggression 
against Czechoslovakia the Soviet leadership has come forward with 
the ominous doctrine of legalizing the “right of intervention” on be- 
half of the “higher interests” of socialism. As Borba put it, “it is 
enough for a group of countries to conclude that socialism in a coun- 
try is ‘endangered’ to intervene for the sake of higher interests, ir- 
respective of what that country’s leaders say.” 
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The occupation of Czechoslovakia and the Soviet theory of “lim- 
ited sovereignty,” “quiet counterrevolution,” and the “higher inter- 
ests of socialism” appear to mark a new “general line,” a qualitative 
change in Soviet foreign policy. One can truly speak of a “decisive 
historical moment,” of a “new era” in the relations between the 
socialist countries and with regard to the future of socialism in the 
world, The neo-Stalinist restoration in the Soviet Union under the 
slogan of “calm and order” has logically led to a return to Stalin’s 
concept of a “geographical socialism” (that is, true socialism exists 
only where there are Soviet soldiers present). Whatever may yet 
happen in Czechoslovakia, the military intervention has annulled 
the entire process that began with the Belgrade Declaration in May 
1955 on the separate roads to socialism and gained new impetus 
after the Twentieth Soviet Party Congress and the Soviet govern- 
ment’s statement of October 30, 1956, on relations between social- 
ist states. 

The Kremlin in 1968 went further than Stalin was willing to go two 
decades earlier against the rebels in Belgrade. But the balance of 
forces in the world Communist movement is basically different from 
the situation in 1948 and the aftermath of the crushing of the Hun- 
garian revolution in 1956. In contrast to Hungary, where the Nagy 
government had passed the point of no return by leaving the War- 
saw Pact and acquiescing in the restoration of a multiparty system, 
the vanguard of the Czechoslovak resistance to Soviet pressures 
was the official leadership of the ruling Communist party, which re- 
peatedly reaffirmed its loyalty to the commitments of the Warsaw 
Pact. While the Soviet intervention in Hungary was approved by 
all major Communist parties and grudgingly sanctioned even by Bel- 
grade, the attack on Czechoslovakia lacked even a semblance of 
“socialist legality” and forced the Soviet party, for the first time since 
the October Revolution, into a hopelessly isolated minority position 
in the world movement. 

In a sense, the Russians hesitated too long and acted too Jate. 
Aside from the factional battles in the top leadership, the form and 
timing if not the substance of the intervention were to no small 
degree influenced by the emergence of Yugoslavia and Rumania as 
increasingly vocal and active allies of reformist Czechoslovakia. The 
more the Russians and their four vassals increased the pressure on 
Prague, the stronger became the warnings issued by the Yugoslav 
and Rumanian leaders, who knew better than anyone else that their 
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independence also was at stake. The coordinated Yugoslav-Ruma- 
nian campaign (Tito and Ceausescu met three times publicly and at 
least once secretly between February and August 1968) had a two- 
fold effect on the Kremlin. 

On the one hand, it temporarily restrained the most extreme 
“hawks,” already subjected to the impassioned pleas of the large 
Italian and French Communist parties. On the other hand, however 
—and this proved decisive—the nightmare of a new “Little En- 
tente,” if not in name then in fact, began to haunt Soviet policy- 
makers. The ill-fated Bratislava Declaration signed by Czecho- 
slovakia and the would-be invaders was followed by the triumphal 
visits of Marshal Tito (August g—10) and Ceausescu (August 15-17) 
to Prague. The spread of the contagious disease of nationalism from 
the Balkans to the “northern tier” and the erstwhile “iron triangle” 
of the Warsaw Pact raised the specter of a further fragmentation 
of Moscow’s postwar empire. Three days after Ceausescu’s visit and 
the signing of a new Czech-Rumanian friendship treaty, the Rus- 
sians struck. 

The invasion—a military success and a political disaster for Mos- 
cow—immediately propelled Yugoslavia and Rumania into the fore- 
ground of tensions. Both countries sharply condemned the “flagrant 
violation of national sovereignty,” rejected the Soviet explanations 
as “unjustifiable and unacceptable,” and expressed full solidarity 
with the victim of the Soviet aggression. The fact that five Czech 
ministers, including Deputy Premier Ota Sik, happened to have 
been on vacation in Yugoslavia when the invasion took place un- 
expectedly strengthened the bargaining position of Belgrade and 
Bucharest and indirectly that of the Czech leaders. The declara- 
tions of the Czech ministers in Belgrade, their treatment as the only 
legal representatives of the Czechoslovak government, and Sik’s 
flight to Bucharest where he was demonstratively received by 
Ceausescu implied a barely veiled warning to Moscow: the set- 
ting up of a government-in-exile harbored and supported by one or 
several Communist-ruled countries. This threat coupled with Yugo- 
slavia’s initiative at the United Nations Security Council debate on 
Czechoslovakia was the single most important external factor that, 
together with the magnificent popular resistance in the country, 
thwarted the Russian attempt to install a puppet regime. 

After the invasion of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia as the twin sym- 
bol of nationalism and “revisionism” has naturally become the num- 
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ber one target of Soviet attacks. The relations between Belgrade 
and Moscow have become worse than at any time since the death of 
Stalin. As Foreign Minister Marko Nikezic put it, “The aggression 
against Czechoslovakia is not the end of a struggle but rather its 
beginning.” The chief purpose of the concerted anti-Yugoslav cam- 
paign waged primarily by Moscow, Warsaw, and Sofia is to intimi- 
date and isolate these fearless opponents of Soviet hegemony. As 
ever, the Russians are not averse to fanning the flames of old terri- 
torial discords. Thus the Yugoslavs with good reason regard the 
patriotic campaign in Bulgaria, particularly with respect to past 
and present Macedonia, as a deliberate Soviet attempt to put pres- 
sure on Yugoslavia. At the same time, the Russians also view the 
national question as a useful leverage to remind the Yugoslavs of 
their internal weaknesses. 

The Soviet leaders are, however, making the same miscalculation 
that Stalin did twenty years earlier. In times of grave external dan- 
gers, there is an instinctive revival of common Yugoslav nationalism 
which, without solving the basic problems, nevertheless supersedes 
the petty strife between nations and republics. In this sense, the 
Soviet campaign against Yugoslavia is counterproductive since it 
more than anything else helps to reforge unity and to strengthen 
rather than weaken the awareness of common destiny. 

The renewed open split between Belgrade and Moscow put a 
final end to the hopes, nurtured by Tito even after Khrushchev’s 
fall, that a close cooperation, based on genuine equality, would be 
possible with Moscow. The silence of Nasser, Indira Gandhi, and 
other great friends after the Czech tragedy and the threats against 
nonaligned Yugoslavia punctured the myth of the solidarity of the 
“nonaligned countries.” They, like great powers, do not have perma- 
nent friends or permanent enemies. As Lord Palmerston noted more 
than a century earlier, they have permanent interests. 

Regardless of what form possible Soviet pressures might take, the 
repercussions of the Czech tragedy will have a major and lasting 
influence on Yugoslavia’s external and domestic policies. Paradoxi- 
cal as it may sound today, the reckless Soviet behavior may prove 
to be a blessing in disguise if it helps to erase wishful thinking 
about a basic change in Soviet expansionist aims and to keep the 
country more aloof from alignments serving no conceivable national 
interest. Internally, the new conflict with Moscow is bound to 
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strengthen the positions of those who are pressing for further dar- 
ing measures of political liberalization. 

Rumania’s position after the dramatic shift in Moscow from grudg- 
ing tolerance of dissent to the Stalinist concept of Soviet primacy is 
much more insecure. At one point in late August the provocation of 
Rumania’s public and sharp censuring of the invasion of Czecho- 
slovakia appeared great enough and unforgivable enough to bring 
immediate retaliation from the Soviet neighbor. It is possible, as 
some maintain, that Ceausescu in his passionate speech at a mass 
meeting on the morning of the invasion and the Rumanian leader- 
ship in its quick, sharply worded resolutions “overreacted.” In view 
of the Rumanian flair for prudence and timing, it is more likely that 
they feared action by an unpredictable Soviet leadership and 
wanted to give notice of their determination to fight if attacked. Fol- 
lowing the so-called Soviet-Czechoslovak “Moscow agreement” 
(more correctly, diktat), the Rumanian leaders toned down their 
propaganda and scrupulously avoided any action that might fur- 
ther antagonize the Kremlin. 

Nevertheless Soviet-Rumanian relations were on the verge of an 
open rupture, particularly after Chinese Premier Chou En-lai chose 
the reception at the Rumanian Embassy in Peking on August 23, 
the national day, to offer help to Rumania “which was also threat- 
ened” and to condemn the invasion of Czechoslovakia “as a treach- 
erous attack of Fascist type launched by the Soviet revisionists.” For 
the first time since Rumania’s go-it-alone policy began, the policy 
was publicly attacked by Soviet, Polish, Hungarian, and Bulgarian 
mass media. But in contrast to the end of July when the Rumanians 
sent and published a protest note to Poland because of some rela- 
tively mild allusions to Rumanian separatism, Scinteia now re- 
fused to engage in polemics. 

Despite their tactical retreat and declarations of loyalty to the 
Warsaw Pact, the Rumanians are deeply concerned about future 
Soviet intentions. It was at their prompting that President Johnson 
issued the long-overdue warming to Moscow against “unleashing 
the dogs of war” in Eastern Europe. A Soviet policy that treats 
spheres of influence as spheres of absolute domination poses a seri- 
ous threat to Rumania’s independent course. The Soviet offensive 
to tighten control over Eastern Europe involves new attempts to 
push forward military and economic integration. A resolution of the 
Bucharest parliament gave a covert answer to the persistent Soviet 
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demands that Rumania as a member of the Warsaw Pact should 
allow the entry of allied troops to hold joint maneuvers on Rumanian 
territory. Within forty-eight hours of the invasion of Czechoslovakia, 
the Rumanian parliament solemnly declared that a decision regard- 
ing the stationing of foreign troops was a “matter exclusively within 
the jurisdiction of this supreme elected body.” 

Having an almost 1,500-mile-long common border with three 
potentially hostile neighbors (Russia, Hungary, and Bulgaria) and a 
virtually indefensible 150-mile coastline on the Black Sea, Ruma- 
nia’s only hope lies in deft maneuvering and internal unity. It was a 
deliberate gesture when at the height of the Czech crisis Ceausescu 
and his associates paid a series of visits to the areas with large 
Hungarian minorities in Transylvania. Barring a direct intervention, 
the Russians cannot force the Rumanians to turn back the clock. It is 
more likely that they will appear to yield temporarily in order to 
survive and to save what is essential to national interests. 

In the psychological warfare against both Rumania and Yugo- 
slavia, neighboring Bulgaria was allotted a key role. Though seem- 
ingly an isolated outpost of Soviet influence, Bulgaria also serves as 
a launching pad for an offensive Soviet strategy. Though not even 
a neighbor of Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria participated in the invasion. 
Much more important than the presence of token Bulgarian units in 
Prague and Slovakia, however, was the staging of army maneuvers 
between August 26 and September 6 in the vicinity of the borders 
with Rumania and Yugoslavia. The timing and place of the maneu- 
vers and the reported participation of Soviet units constituted an un- 
mistakable warning to the two heretical neighbors. As always in 
the periods of heightening international tensions, the Bulgarian re- 
gime launched a “vigilance” campaign and the security police ar- 
rested several spies. As Bulgaria is bound to remain the principal 
Soviet instrument to whip up tensions in the Balkan area, the im- 
mediate outlook for the continuation of a more activist external 
policy and of a course of internal reform is not very promising. 

Finally, the Czech crisis has had interesting and important re- 
percussions in Albania whose leaders were the first to castigate both 
“the Soviet revisionist aggressors” and the “Czechoslovak revisionist 
capitulationists.” But the Albanian response went far beyond words. 
“As the Warsaw Treaty has been turned from a peace treaty into a 
war pact, from a defense treaty against imperialist aggression into a 
pact of aggression against the socialist countries,” the Albanian par- 
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liament on September 13 unanimously voted to annul the country’s 
membership in the Warsaw Pact. More important still, the lengthy 
statement made by Premier Shehu for the first time in thirteen years 
did not contain a single word about the Yugoslav “revisionist trai- 
tors.” Instead, it proclaimed a “foreign policy of peace and good 
neighborliness.” 

The Czech crisis shook Tirana as it shook Belgrade. Both had 
seen the specter of further reckless Soviet blows against all the 
“troublemakers” in the Balkans. For all their tributes paid to “the 
best and most faithful friend, the great 700-million-strong People’s 
China,” the Albanian leaders know that their country’s fate is in- 
extricably linked with the independence of neighboring Yugoslavia 
and Greece. As an ironic by-product of the Soviet intervention in 
Prague, the two archenemies in the Balkans have been brought 
closer than ever before to the point of a mutually tolerable “co- 
existence” because they share a common fear and face a common 
adversary. The normalization may not go far or remain durable, and 
it certainly will not eliminate the roots of the national and ideological 
friction. But at this crucial juncture in Balkan history, it does con- 
tribute to the safety of both sides. 

I do not end this study at any decisive stage in the agony of 
Czechoslovakia or in the new dangerous fluidity in the Balkans. 
What is certain, however, is that the Balkans have once again be- 
come a tension-ridden storm center. After the occupation of Czecho- 
slovakia, they are more than ever the heart of the national challenge 
to Soviet domination. The unpredictability of Soviet behavior has 
injected a new element of permanent tension into the entire area. 
There is no guarantee whatsoever that the men in the Kremlin, 
aware of their superior force and the disunity of the West, fighting 
for power and driven by fear over the future, will not tomorrow or 
the day after tomorrow invade another country. 

Tanks can slow down, but they cannot stop the historic process of 
decolonization and national emancipation. This indeed is the chief 
lesson past and recent Balkan history holds for the epigones of Stalin. 
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